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Abstract 
In recent years, there has been a significant change in how people consume. New collaborative 
business models emerge and flourish all around the world. Their success is due to many 
simultaneous changes in the society. For example, people have become increasingly sensitive to 
issues related to scarce natural resources. The global financial and economic crisis has encouraged 
individuals to seek alternative ways to consume. And most importantly, major technological 
advances have enabled the omnipresence of the Internet and related technologies in our everyday 
lives. Collaborative consumption is no longer a hype; it has grown to become a global phenomenon 
with an extremely fast growth rate. According to experts, economies are shifting further towards 
collaborative models. Yet, there is a discrepancy between research and the real world phenomenon. 
Therefore, this thesis addresses this gap in the academic discussion. 
This master’s thesis describes and offers further insights to understanding collaborative 
consumption and more specifically its second dimension, the subcategory of peer-to-peer 
redistribution markets. Major theoretical contributions include the introduction of a new scale to 
measure the liquid relationship to possessions. In addition, the thesis brings the research of 
collaborative consumption to a new context in Finland.  
The study answers the research questions ‘What kind of motivations do people have to participate 
in collaborative consumption in online sharing and recycling communities?’ and ‘What kind of 
different participant groups can be identified among the users of these online communities?’. 
Motivational factors were identified from existing literature and in March 2015 data was collected 
through a survey among the users of Facebook sharing and recycling groups in Helsinki (n=442). 
Quantitative methods such as factor and cluster analysis were used to process the data.  
The results indicate that four distinctive user groups can be identified; Accumulators, Utility 
seekers, Enthusiasts and Materialists. All of the groups emphasize the identified ten motivational 
factors differently and in various combinations. This research both confirms and challenges some 
of the findings of previous literature. For example, the fact that all four user groups scored high on 
green consumer values, while none of them were found to emphasize green consumer values as a 
primary motivation to participate, offers support for previous findings. 
The findings of the thesis result in significant managerial implications for both commercial and 
non-commercial actors, operating both in Facebook and on other platforms. Understanding the 
various motivations of the consumers helps the actors to better target their offering. The thesis also 
provides many research suggestions to further explore this highly current and interesting topic. 
Keywords  collaborative consumption, redistribution markets, sharing economy, motivations, 
recycling, Facebook, liquid relationship to possessions 
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Tiivistelmä 
Viime vuosina ihmisten kulutustottumukset ovat muuttuneet ja uudet jakamistalouden mallit 
nauttivat suurta suosiota ympäri maailmaa. Niiden menestys perustuu moniin samanaikaisiin 
muutoksiin yhteiskunnassa. Ihmiset ovat esimerkiksi entistä tietoisempia luonnonvarojen 
rajallisuudesta ja maailmanlaajuinen talouskriisi on rohkaissut ihmisiä etsimään vaihtoehtoisia 
kulutustapoja. Ensiarvoisen tärkeää on ollut myös huomattava teknologian kehittyminen, joka on 
mahdollistanut mm. Internetin jatkuvan läsnäolon päivittäisessä elämässämme. Jakamistalous ei 
ole ohimenevä trendi, vaan siitä on tullut tärkeä, valtavan nopeasti kasvava globaali ilmiö. 
Asiantuntijoiden mukaan talouksien toiminta on yhä voimakkaammin siirtymässä yhteisöllisiin 
malleihin. Siitä huolimatta akateeminen tutkimus on jäljessä reaalimaailman ilmiöstä. Siksi tämä 
tutkielma pyrkii vastaamaan tarpeeseen tutkimalla aihetta syvemmin. 
Tutkielma kuvailee ja auttaa ymmärtämään jakamistaloutta ja sen malleja. Ilmiöstä on tunnistettu 
kolme eri ulottuvuutta ja tämä tutkielma keskittyy vertaiskauppaan. Tutkielma osallistuu teorian 
kehittämiseen myös esittelemällä uuden mittariston kuvaamaan likvidiä suhdetta materiaan. 
Lisäksi tutkielma tarkastelee ilmiötä uudessa suomalaisessa kontekstissa.  
Tutkielma vastaa kahteen tutkimuskysymykseen: ”Minkälaisia motiiveja ihmisillä on osallistua 
jakamistalouteen Internetin jakamis- ja kierrätyssivustoilla?” sekä ”Minkälaisia erilaisia 
osallistujaryhmiä voidaan tunnistaa näiden sivustojen käyttäjien keskuudessa?”.  
Motivaatiotekijät tunnistettiin olemassa olevasta kirjallisuudesta ja tutkielmassa käytetty data 
kerättiin maaliskuussa 2015 kyselytutkimuksella helsinkiläisissä Facebookin kierrätysryhmissä 
(n=442). Datan käsittelyyn käytettiin kvantitatiivisen analyysin metodeista ensisijaisesti faktori- ja 
klusterianalyysia. 
Tutkielman tulokset osoittavat, että neljä erilaista käyttäjäryhmää voidaan tunnistaa;  Kerryttäjät, 
Hyödyn etsijät, Intoilijat ja Materialistit. Kaikki ryhmät painottavat kymmentä tunnistettua 
motivaatiotekijää eri tavoin ja erilaisina yhdistelminä. Tutkielma sekä vahvistaa että haastaa joitain 
aiempien tutkimusten tuloksia. Esimerkiksi tukea aiemmille tutkimuksille antaa löydös, jonka 
mukaan kaikilla neljällä käyttäjäryhmällä on voimakkaat vihreät arvot, mutta mikään neljästä 
ryhmästä ei painottanut ekologisuutta tärkeimpänä syynä osallistua. 
Tutkielma tarjoaa useita suosituksia sekä Facebookissa että muilla alustoilla operoiville 
kaupallisille ja ei-kaupallisille toimijoille. Ymmärtämällä paremmin jakamistalouteen osallistuvien 
henkilöiden motivaatioita voidaan myös tarjoamaa paremmin ja houkuttelevammalla tavalla 
kohdentaa halutulle yleisölle.  Lisäksi tutkielma tarjoaa useita ehdotuksia jatkotutkimusaiheiksi 
liittyen tähän erittäin ajankohtaiseen ja mielenkiintoiseen ilmiöön. 
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Throughout the history of humankind, sharing has existed. Yet, the concepts of ‘collaborative 
consumption’ and ‘sharing economy’ are products of the Internet age (Belk, 2014). The world 
economy has been volatile since 2008 and alternative views on capitalism and consumerism have 
appeared as a response to the global financial and economic crisis (Heinrichs, 2013). The growing 
popularity of collaborative culture can be seen as a sign of evolving transformation in consumer 
preferences (Albinsson & Perera, 2012). It has also been suggested that the fundamental logic of how 
economies work is undergoing a significant change and sharing economy may be the next stage of 
the evolution (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). 
In addition, new strategies and options for a more sustainable economy are needed in growing scales 
as the overall production and consumption trends have been unsustainable in the past. (Heinrichs, 
2013) Simultaneously, to a larger extent than before, marketers must realize the profound influence 
of environmental issues to each of the 4 Ps. Addressing sustainability related topics is crucial, as they 
have an influence on both marketing theory and practice. (Kotler, 2011) 
Companies such as Netflix and Zipcar were founded around the turn of the millennium and since then 
they have grown to become extremely well established businesses and leading examples of 
collaborative consumption (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Consequently, one of the most researched 
examples of this new economic and cultural phenomenon of collaborative consumption is car sharing 
(e.g. Bardhi & Eckhardt 2012 ; Cohen & Kietzmann 2014 ; Martin, Shaheen, & Lidicker 2010) . It 
has increased in popularity in recent years and according to estimates there are more than 600 service 
providers around the world (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). One factor contributing to the popularity of 
car sharing could be that owning certain products, like cars, as part of self-definition is of diminishing 
importance. This is partly due to all the costs and trouble associated with maintaining the goods. 
Therefore, especially the younger generation is losing interest in actually owning a car and opt for 
different access based models and alternative solutions. More generally, the increasing popularity of 
short-term rental of various types of goods has led to a situation, where it is more difficult for other 
consumers to tell if the user of a product is the actual owner. (Belk, 2014) 
Collaborative consumption and sharing economy require the use of market intelligence in order to 
create a more collaborative and sustainable society. The concepts can be applied to almost anything; 





clothes. (Heinrichs, 2013) Consumer research and these peer-to-peer platforms will be in the focus 
of my thesis. 
In the following sections of the introduction, the research phenomenon is discussed in more detail 
and the research problem is introduced. Secondly, the existing gap in research and the research 
contributions of this study are addressed. Thirdly, the Facebook groups where the survey is conducted 
are introduced. Finally, the introduction concludes with a description of the structure of the thesis. 
1.1 Research phenomenon and problem 
The phenomenon this master’s thesis seeks to describe and understand is collaborative consumption 
and its subcategory, peer-to-peer redistribution markets. To be precise, with the help of existing 
literature, my goal is to identify different motivational factors that drive people to participate in online 
sharing and recycling communities on Facebook. Further, by using statistical analysis methods, the 
intention is to form different kinds of participant groups according to their shared motivations. The 
study is conducted in the Finnish context in the Helsinki metropolitan area. 
Identifying and understanding consumers’ motivations to engage in collaborative consumption is 
important. Without having a clear view what acts as a driving force for their behavior, it is difficult 
to for example draft policies or to offer right incentives to both consumers and entrepreneurs to 
encourage them to pursue a path that would be more resource-efficient and environmentally friendly. 
(Leismann, Schmitt, Rohn, & Baedeker, 2013)  Similarly, understanding the motivations can also 
help create new business models, formulate offerings, and sell products and services that are more 
desirable to the target audience.  
Thus, the aim of my M. Sc. thesis is to provide answers to the following research questions: 
What kind of motivations do people have to participate in collaborative consumption in online 
sharing and recycling communities? 







1.2 Research gap and contribution 
“Academic discourse on the sharing economy is lagging behind public discourse and practice.” 
(Heinrichs 2013, 229) 
The main contribution of this thesis is participating in the academic discussion about sharing and 
collaborative consumption, which still remains under researched despite growing practical 
importance and widespread public discourse.  (Belk 2010 ; Heinrichs 2013) There is an evident gap 
in research, and the topic is extremely relevant in the modern society. Thus, the phenomenon deserves 
more attention also in academia as it has the potential to make a noticeable difference in both the 
global and local economies (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). Further systematic exploration is needed as 
the sharing economy and collaborative consumption are no longer just trends of hype; they have 
grown to global phenomena with important dynamics (Heinrichs, 2013).  By conducting this 
quantitative consumer research I wish to contribute to the deeper understanding of this phenomenon.  
In addition to participating to the academic discussion, based on the study by Bardhi, Eckhardt and 
Arnould (2012), a new scale to measure the liquid relationship to possession is created. The 
contributions of the thesis are thus mainly theoretical, but managerial implications based on the 
findings are formulated as well. This research also brings the theory of collaborative consumption to 
the Finnish context by examining recyclers in the Helsinki area.  
Finally, an element of novelty arises from the setting of the research. The context of this thesis is the 
peer-to-peer exchange of pre-owned goods, which falls into the redistribution markets category 
within collaborative consumption. So far, most of the focus has been on the product service systems 
(the study of services such as Zipcar) or on the collaborative lifestyle category (the study of services 
such as Airbnb). 
1.3 Facebook recycling groups 
In recent years, Facebook recycling groups and online flea markets have become increasingly popular 
in Finland. In 2012, a group called Arabianranta kierrättää (i.e. ‘Arabianranta recycles’) was created 
by a local individual Hilkka Huotari. As going to physical flea markets or sending packages to buyers 
far away can take a lot of effort, Huotari wanted to provide people an easy and convenient way to 
recycle, free of cost (Tiihonen, 2013). 
Arabianranta kierrättää has chosen a strict local focus for the group and it soon became so popular 





their descriptions that inspiration to start the group came from Arabianranta. Nowadays there are 
more than 30 local recycling groups in Helsinki, and the principal rule in most of the groups is that 
the items must change owners within the specific neighborhood. Defining geographical limits where 
business needs to be conducted and emphasizing the local aspect of recycling is justified often by the 
desire to make the process as convenient as possible to both sellers and buyers. While many new 
groups have emerged, there has also been up to a tenfold increase in the number of members in the 
existing groups within the last 18 months (Table 1).  
Each group has its own rules, and some have specified what kind of products or brands are suitable 
for sale in that group, e.g. children wear and toys or academic formal wear. For example Kallio 
kierrättää (i.e. ‘Kallio recycles’) states in its description that the group is designed for “affordable 
recycling of furniture, decoration items, and clothes” and suggests that the price can be not only a 
monetary sum, but anything from a food or home item to a favor in return. Most of the transactions 
are classic flea market –type of economic exchanges rather than free giveaways or offers to lend 
items. Yet, even in these groups goods are sometimes exchanged e.g. for “a pack of bubblegum” or 
for “one liter of organic juice”. Something that the thousands of posts published daily have in common 
is that people seem to have an endless stock of items they no longer need. Through these groups they 
can pass on the items to people who are so eager to have them that the queues are long and even 
verbal fights sometimes occur. 
I chose to conduct my research on Facebook recycling groups because although there are some sites 
purely dedicated for peer-to-peer rentals and lending, such as Arabianranta lainaa ja vuokraa (i.e. 
‘Arabianranta borrows and rents’) or kuinoma.fi and city libraries provide a product loaning service, 
those sites are still relatively inactive for the moment. 
Table 1. Evolution of approximate member numbers in chosen recycling groups 
 
 
 Approx. number of members 
Name of the group August 2013 February 2015 
Arabianranta kierrättää 1 400 6 400 
ArToVa kierrättää - 2 700 
Haaga kierrättää 220 4 900 
Hermanni kierrättää 110 1 600 
Herttoniemi kierrättää, lainaa ja vuokraa 220 2 150 
Kallio kierrättää 750 21 000 
Keskustassa kierrätetään (HKI) - 4 700 
Oulunkylän FB-kirppis 250 2 400 
Puksu kierrättää 240 1 300 
Punavuori kierrättää - 5 600 





The group members are able to upload photos or verbal ads about products they want to sell, buy, 
borrow, lend or donate. Volunteer admins control the group, remind members of the rules and delete 
inappropriate ads. All members are also expected to help the official admins, for example by making 
sure that they delete their own ads once the item has been sold, or by reporting any observed 
misconduct.  
Picture 1 is a set of screen captures from the group Punavuori kierrättää (i.e. ‘Punavuori recycles’).  
On the left, the picture demonstrates an example of an ad where I wanted to buy a clock, similar or 
in the same style as the picture. The request was posted on the morning of 6th of February and within 
15 minutes three suggestions were received. After deciding that the one costing 4 euros was the most 
attractive option for me, I sent a private message to the seller. In a few minutes we agreed upon a 
pick up time and place for the next day.  The whole process was very quick and convenient, let alone 
affordable. The right hand side demonstrates an ad where I am selling a pair of old shoes.  
 
 





1.4 Thesis structure 
The rest of the thesis will be structured the following way. In the second chapter, the necessary key 
concepts and dimensions of collaborative consumption to understand the phenomenon are presented. 
The chapter discusses previous research and provides an overview of existing literature. Following 
the theoretical background, in the third chapter, topics related to methodology of the research will be 
discussed. These include introducing the chosen research paradigm, discussing the data collection 
methods, and describing the survey development. The fourth chapter is devoted to discussion of the 
empirical research and data analysis. Finally, the conclusions of the thesis will summarize the results, 
discuss both managerial and theoretical implications as well as the limitations of the present study. 






2. Literature review 
 
Belk (2014) suggests that through the rise of collaborative consumption, we might be entering what 
he refers to as a “post-ownership economy”. Although it was Belk (1988) himself who suggested that 
“you are what you own”, according to him this idea is now in the modern society shaping into the 
form of “you are what you share”. Our sense of self is nowadays to a larger extent influenced by 
access to possessions rather than actual ownership. When action is local and e.g. goods are shared 
within a neighborhood it can also foster a strong sense of community. (Belk, 2014)  
As mentioned, the assumption that ownership is the ultimate outcome of consumer desire has been 
challenged. For example Chen (2009) concluded, that while art can be either collected or enjoyed 
publicly in museums, the two modes of consumption have different effect on the perception of value 
and are driven by different desires. It has also been argued that “the future of business is sharing” 
(Gansky, 2010). In the past, access and rental were perceived to be inferior options compared with 
acquisition and ownership. This is now changing and as the alternative ways to consume exist side-
by-side, companies are starting to understand how to monetize this shift. (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012)  
There are many potential forms a sharing economy can take, but the Internet and associated 
technologies have made it possible to bring the sharing to a completely new scale (Cohen & 
Kietzmann, 2014). Especially the Web 2.0 is in a key position as it, in contrast to Web 1.0, allows 
users to create content and connect with each other (Belk, 2014).  The strategy of creating a ‘perfect’ 
one-directional message and sending it out to the market no longer works for companies, regardless 
how successful such a strategy might have been in the past. (Gansky 2010, 89). Modern technology 
has naturally contributed to the distribution of digital products such as e-books, but nowadays it also 
to a greater extent connects consumers to various physical products and services (Gansky 2010, 40). 
The current conditions under which we are able to conduct business are the result of a complicated 
equation. Many pioneers have paved the way to safe transactions on the web, including PayPal and 
Amazon, while thanks to advances made by e.g. Google and Apple we carry Internet in our pockets 
and are reachable 24/7. Simultaneously we are present on the Web with our own faces and names on 
platforms such as Facebook, making it more difficult to pretend to be someone else. (Stein, 2015) 
Combined with the aftermath of the global economic crisis, the timing for collaborative consumption 
models to appear is right. Consumers around the world are focusing on their well-being and re-
evaluating their consumption and sharing habits as well as their values. All this has made it possible 





A brief comment should be made about the ambiguity of terms. As the phenomenon is still relatively 
new, it has not yet been well theorized (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Thus, the used terminology is still 
diverse in both popular and academic discussion and definitions regularly overlap.   
In this thesis ‘collaborative consumption’ is used as a general umbrella term to describe the 
phenomenon as a whole, and it is used interchangeably with ‘sharing economy’. Using both terms is 
common also in most of the academic and popular journals. Some researchers such as Bardhi and 
Eckhardt (2012) talk about access-based consumption, but in this research access-based consumption 
is seen as a dimension of collaborative consumption. Also Gansky (2010) discussed basically the 
same phenomenon in her book, but called it ‘the Mesh’. However, in order to avoid confusion this 
term is not used in this master’s thesis as it is not widely used in academic journals either.  
 
2.1 Collaborative consumption 
Despite the recent rise in popularity, the term ‘collaborative consumption’ was first introduced 
already in the end of the 1970s. At the time, it was defined as “events in which one or more persons 
consume economic goods or services in the process of engaging in joint activities with one or more 
others” (Felson & Spaeth 1978, 614). Modern view of the term is slightly different and although 
nowadays the specific definitions still vary among academics, Belk (2014) has for his own part 
provided good definitions what modern collaborative consumption is not. As opposed to Felson and 
Spaeth (1978), Belk (2014) emphasizes the need to understand that collaborative consumption is not 
pure joint activities among people including consumption. That definition is too broad and relies 
solely on coordinated consumption, while true collaborative consumption requires coordinating both 
the acquisition and distribution for a compensation, which can be either monetary or non-monetary. 
(Belk, 2014) 
Rachel Botsman and Roo Rogers are highly successful advocates of collaborative consumption and 
they define it as a growing new phenomenon, which is based on the idea that people get the perks of 
owning an item with reduced personal efforts and costs. As the environmental impact is also smaller, 
collaborative consumption has become an increasingly popular and attractive alternative to traditional 
consumption including buying and actual ownership. (Botsman & Rogers, 2010) 
Botsman and Rogers (2010) also described three different categories of collaborative consumption 
(Table 2), which have been later adopted to academic studies (e.g. Albinsson & Perera 2012 ; Bardhi 





redistribution markets and collaborative lifestyles. Something in common for all three categories is 
that they often flourish in urban areas. Like the Facebook recycling groups, many other forms of the 
sharing economy have also been born in big cities from where they gradually spread to other parts of 
the country. One explanation is pure necessity. Cities suffer from space limitations, and whether it is 
the lack of storage or parking the individuals suffer from, e.g. renting services and neighborhood 
recycling groups can bring relief to the problem. (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) Full closets can be 
emptied and unused things resold, or one-time need for a power tool or a party dress can be met 
through renting. Other aspect that supports cities’ role as a cradle for collaborative consumption 
businesses is the fact that they are densely populated. This naturally enhances convenience as supply 
is larger and finding other people is easier. (Gansky 2010, 81) 
Table 2. Categories of collaborative consumption   
(adapted from Botsman & Rogers 2010 , Albinsson & Perera 2012) 
 Description Examples 
Product service systems 
Benefits of a product to a person with no 
need to own it. Making goods available to 
consumers for a fee. 
Zipcar, Kuinoma, Rent the 
runway 
Redistribution markets 
Individuals exchanging pre-owned goods          
peer-to-peer 
ebay, tori.fi, Facebook 
recycling groups 
Collaborative lifestyles 
People with similar interests exchanging 






2.1.1 Product service systems 
The first category, product service systems, provides the benefits of a product to a person with no 
need to own it. Product service systems make goods available to consumers for a fee through different 
rental or leasing models.  (Albinsson & Perera 2012 ; Leismann et al. 2013) The goods can be either 
privately owned and shared peer-to-peer, or belong to a company (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). 
Particularly demand for rental and access services of consumer goods has increased lately (Moeller 
& Wittkowski, 2010). Instead of purchasing the physical products and retaining them, many prefer 
to pay for the temporary access and benefits of the goods (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Product service 






Typical examples of this category are for example car sharing services such as Zipcar. Most of the 
car sharing companies satisfy the needs of the customers by offering pure turnkey solutions. They 
provide value for the customer, who is charged by the time or mileage covered, but the company 
takes care of things such as insurance, maintenance or gas.  (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014)  Another 
example of a product service system is the online rental service Rent the Runway. The company 
offers ordinary consumers with different income-levels access to designer garments and accessories, 
which they might not be able to afford otherwise. The company recently raised $60 million of new 
venture funding (Griffith, 2014) and according to the CEO and co-founder the idea is “to build the 
Amazon of rental” in the future (Bertoni, 2014)  
Finally, I would even include some services which are free for the end-consumer in this category, 
although that is a bit contradictory to the definition. Yet, for example the national library networks 
carry out the principles of collaborative consumption, as individuals can access books temporarily 
and many are able to enjoy and use shared resources.  
 
2.1.2 Redistribution markets 
The second category, redistribution markets, refers to a system where individuals exchange pre-
owned goods peer-to-peer. This form of sustainable commerce fosters recycling of goods rather than 
throwing them out. This can be considered to be the fifth “R” in “reduce, recycle, reuse, repair and 
redistribute”. (Botsman & Rogers, 2010) The redistribution can take several forms. It can involve 
monetary compensation or be totally free, like on the site Freecycle. Also, it can happen through 
many different kinds of marketplaces ranging from general online giants such as eBay to small local 
neighborhood groups (Albinsson & Perera, 2012) such as the ones in the focus of my thesis. The goal 
is to relocate goods and resources from somewhere where they are useless to places where they are 
needed (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). In an offline environment for example flea markets and second-
hand shops represent these redistribution markets.  
In Finland, the two biggest web marketplaces for pre-owned goods are currently tori.fi, which is part 
of the international Schibsted media group, and the Finnish online auction site huuto.net. Although 
tori.fi is growing fast with 5.6 million posts in 2014, huuto.net is still the indisputable market leader 






2.1.3 Collaborative lifestyles 
The third category is called collaborative lifestyle. In this category “people with similar interests are 
banding together to share and exchange less tangible assets such as time, space, skills and money” 
(Botsman & Rogers 2010, 73). People can get together for example to share offices, take care of a 
garden or to enjoy a home-cooked dinner (Albinsson & Perera, 2012). Traditionally this form of 
collaborative consumption has been very local by nature, but the Internet has made it possible to free 
this category from geographical boundaries as well. For example space is rented via Airbnb in more 
than 190 countries (Airbnb, 2015) and since the launch of Kickstarter in 2009, more than $1.6 Billion 
has been gathered to fund over 79 000 creative projects (Kickstarter, 2015). 
2.1.4 Four principles  
Although collaborative consumption may take many shapes and forms, according to Botsman and 
Rogers (2010) there are four underlying principles that are always present. These principles are 
‘critical mass’, ‘idling capacity’, ‘belief in the commons’ and ‘trust between strangers’ and their 
relative importance varies depending on the situation.  
Critical mass is vital for two reasons; choice and attracting users for the services (Botsman & Rogers 
2010, 76, 81). For collaborative consumption to be a potential alternative for traditional shopping, 
there must be enough participants, offering, and choice. If the users are not satisfied, the system will 
soon encounter problems and be short-lived (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 80). Services such as Yelp 
function because millions of people contribute to the site and describe their experience daily (Gansky 
2010, 42) If one were to look for advice on Tripadvisor, for example where to stay in New York City, 
but they only featured a few hotels, the offering would be totally misrepresented and the value of the 
service to the individual would be compromised. In the Facebook groups, as described in the 
introduction, there are now thousands of people and at least based on vast personal experience, the 
needed critical mass has been reached. To illustrate; during the process of writing this thesis I also 
posted an ad, where I wanted to buy a denim shirt. Again, within hours, I had plenty of different 
options, all for the fraction of the price I had seen in stores.  
The second aspect of critical mass refers to attracting loyal users (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 81). When 
a form of collaborative consumption becomes sufficiently popular and people talk about the 
phenomenon it increasingly intensifies its pull. People tend to be interested in things that “everyone 
else” is doing (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 82). Once there is enough momentum, the majority and even 





Idling capacity refers to the unused potential that is stored in the form of physical goods in our 
cupboards and garages. It also refers to less tangible things, such as our capabilities and time that 
could be useful for someone else (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 86). Collaborative consumption’s role is 
to redistribute the idling capacity to where it is needed and modern technology is in a key position to 
help achieve this (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 83). The Internet and related technologies enable people 
to find and connect with each other easily and in real-time online instead of traditional word-of-mouth 
and physical bulletin boards (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). In the Facebook groups people are able to 
recycle surprising things and queues may appear on items the original owner was about to throw into 
the trash. The Internet has brought the transaction cost so low, that sometimes putting up an ad and 
recycling requires basically no effort.  
Belief in the commons means that the network effects of collaborative consumption are significant. 
This idea is closely related to the first principal of the critical mass. The more people join in, the more 
value they provide to one another, whether or not that is their original intention. Through giving one 
gets. Just like a single telephone is useless, the value of collaborative consumption lies in the 
expanding network of people joining, and as a result each participant gains more value in the process. 
(Botsman & Rogers 2010, 90) 
Finally, trust between strangers is a prerequisite for most forms of collaborative consumption. As the 
peer-to-peer systems eliminate classical middlemen, people who are often complete strangers to one 
another need to interact. (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 90) Many collaborative consumption models rely 
on different types of reputation systems, where e.g. the buyers and sellers can give feedback and rate 
each other. When these systems are in place, they tend to encourage good behavior, as bad reviews 
impact negatively the individual’s opportunities to do business in the future. (Jøsang, Ismail, & Boyd, 
2007) It has been reported that for example at eBay, buyers comment sellers more than half the time 
and sellers comment on buyers more than 60 % of the time. And of all the ratings around 99 % are 
positive. (Resnick & Zeckhauser, 2002) In the Facebook groups, no official rating system is currently 
in place. The operations are largely based on trust. But when somebody has a negative experience 
they are encouraged to report the incident to the voluntary admins. General discussions about 






2.1.5 Environmental effects  
Environmental protection and resource efficiency are key challenges facing all sectors of the society 
today, including business and politics. Collaborative consumption has the potential to offer business 
model solutions and forms of consumption, which help conserve the limited resources also for the 
use of future generations. (Leismann et al., 2013) It has been suggested that sharing economy can be 
a pathway to a sustainable society of the future (Heinrichs, 2013).  As consumers are to a greater 
extent paying more attention to sustainability and social responsibility issues, this adds pressure also 
to companies to address the topic. Environmental questions need to be addressed so that the 
companies do not appear indifferent. (Kotler, 2011) Although some of the hype around collaborative 
consumption is due to consumers re-evaluating their spending habits after the recession, its success 
is also driven by the evolving environmental mind-set of modern consumers (Cohen & Kietzmann, 
2014). 
The positive environmental effects of collaborative consumption are significant. Although an 
individual business model itself might not be built on promoting sustainability, the secondary effects 
might be remarkable. For example in the case of B2C car sharing models, in addition to encouraging 
sustainable mobility, the company’s goal might simply be the maximization of profits (Cohen & 
Kietzmann, 2014). However, it has been estimated that each shared car corresponds up to 13 private 
vehicles being removed from use and off the roads (Martin et al., 2010). In addition, as the car is not 
parked on the consumer’s own driveway, using a shared car requires more consideration and a 
deliberate decision to use a car. This leads to less driving and increased use of alternative modes of 
transportation (such as biking, using public transportation etc.) among the participants in car sharing 
schemes.  (Meijkamp, 1998) 
Sustainability is a crucial, built-in part of collaborative consumption, not an add-on (Botsman & 
Rogers 2010, 74).  Sometimes being environmentally friendly can stem from the simplest things. A 
study conducted in North America and Europe showed that staying in Airbnb’s is in many ways 
greener than hotels, not only in terms of things such as energy and water usage. But in addition, for 
example waste-per-stay is reduced due to the simple fact, that less than half of Airbnb hosts provide 
single-use toiletry products for their guests. (Airbnb, 2014) As for eBay, one of the biggest global 
players in the redistribution markets, they have announced that they never specifically planned to be 
a green business, but rather have realized it to be inherent (Clifford, 2009). 
A study focusing on the environmental impacts of different forms of delivering music also concluded, 





40 %  and 80 % compared with physical CD delivery (Weber, Koomey, & Matthews, 2010). Although 
most people are motivated to download music for other reasons than conserving the environment, the 
unintended consequence is being environmentally friendly (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 98).  
Different business models have different effects on the environment and their environmental 
friendliness varies. For example renting reduces the quantity of produced and purchased products 
over time as many consumers use the items during its lifespan (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010). Also 
redistribution markets, such as the Facebook recycling groups, prolong the life of items. When 
someone buys a pre-owned good instead of getting a new one from the store, the original does not 
end up in the landfill and the resources needed to produce a new product are saved. One of the benefits 
of neighborhood groups is also the physical proximity of the recyclers; when the goods can be picked 
up on foot, the environmental burden is even further reduced, as opposed to e.g. mailing the goods. 
Despite the obvious positive effects, it is important to point out that sometimes collaborative 
consumption can also have negative consequences for the environment. For example, if the items 
circulating in the product-service systems or redistribution markets require transportation, the 
shipping and packaging materials are a burden to the environment. Different access-models of 
consumption can also lead to overuse of some resources. Whether the positive consequences 
outweigh the negative ones, i.e. if the resource use as a whole is eventually more efficient, depends 
heavily on the particular business model. The potential to save resources is greater when the lending 
and renting models are applied to items that are used rarely than with utility items used daily. The 
consequences can be positive also if the collective use of items actually leads to a diminished 
procurement of newly produced products. Nevertheless, if collaborative consumption for example 
creates financial savings for an individual and they decide to consume the achieved savings 
elsewhere, the positive environmental effects might be non-existent. (Leismann et al., 2013) 
While excessive use resulting in greater wear and tear than ordinary use can be seen as a negative 
thing (Leismann et al., 2013), it can also result in positive environmental effects. For example as car 
sharing business models put the vehicles into far more intensive use than usual, this leads to shorter 
product lifetimes. But as the cars are replaced more often than those owned by individuals, also the 
technology is updated more frequently. Products are used efficiently to their maximum capacity and 
they are replaced due to wearing out instead of old age. Thus, at least in theory, the latest and most 





It could be assumed that some users of  the Facebook recycling groups have strong green values and 
are motivated to use the redistribution markets because of environmental reasons. Simultaneously 
there might be users who are not at all environmentally aware, but instead are motivated by other 
factors while the business model itself just happens to be ‘green’.  
2.1.6 Enjoyment 
To be motivated means that the individual feels stimulated or inspired to take action to the extent that 
they actually do something. Both the level (the intensity) as well as the source (the type) of motivation 
vary depending on the person. The most basic way to classify different motivations is to separate 
them to intrinsic and extrinsic.  (Ryan & Deci, 2000) 
Extrinsic motivations drive people to do things in order to benefit from the instrumental value of the 
action. What they actually try to achieve is a separate outcome, which is enabled by the original 
behavior. (Ryan & Deci, 2000) Although it is possible that some people feel pressured to engage in 
the recycling groups e.g. in order to convey a certain image of themselves or they are forced to sell 
things on behalf of someone, it is quite safe to assume that most people are motivated by intrinsic 
motivations. Coming to this conclusion stems from the fact that the Facebook recycling groups are 
purely voluntary constructs and generally people are free to choose whether they want to join or how 
active they are in the groups. 
Actions driven by intrinsic motivation are taken because they are regarded as interesting and 
satisfying (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  Van der Heijden (2004) studied the user acceptance of hedonic 
information systems, which are pleasure oriented, fun to use, and strongly associated with leisure 
activities. The value of hedonic information systems depends on how enjoyable the user perceives 
the experience to be. The enjoyment has been proven to be a stronger predictor of behavioral intention 
than perceived usefulness. (Van der Heijden, 2004) Moeller and Wittkowski (2010) refer to the same 
phenomenon when they discuss the “experience orientation” in consumption in general. According 
to them, many consumers nowadays focus on the excitement and experience derived from 
consumption and how the hedonic activity is perceived as entertaining. (Moeller & Wittkowski, 
2010) 
For many, using the Facebook recycling groups is a recreational activity and actually professional 
trade is often prohibited in the rules. Thus, it remains to be seen if the users of the groups score high 







Sharing is a term so closely related and central to collaborative consumption (Albinsson & Perera, 
2012), that it will be discussed separately in this part of the thesis. There is still a lack of research on 
alternative modes of consumption apart from ownership (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012), but Russell Belk 
(e.g. 2007, 2010, 2014) has done extensive research on sharing and his pioneering studies will be 
referred to throughout this section. 
As mentioned, collaborative consumption is often referred to as “sharing economy”. But in this thesis, 
sharing itself is seen as a dimension of collaborative consumption and to relate most strongly to the 
categories of product-service systems and collaborative lifestyles, because it by definition involves 
joint ownership instead of transfer of ownership (Belk, 2010). Interestingly, while Belk (2007) would 
include e.g. voluntary lending, pooling and allocation of resources into sharing, he would exclude 
e.g. contractual renting and leasing. This might be explained by the longer duration of the access to 
the goods, when it could be expected that the consumer experience is more similar to ownership, 
although further research on the topic is needed (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012).  
While Belk (2010) makes a clear distinction between the ways of shared consumption, e.g. between 
gift-giving and sharing, Corciolani and Dalli (2014) demonstrate in their research that the alternative 
ways can be integrated and used simultaneously in the context of Bookcrossing. They integrate the 
separate theories into a unified model and see releasing books without expecting anything in return 
as a nonreciprocal form of gift-giving. (Corciolani & Dalli, 2014) 
In the recycling groups goods are also sometimes donated for free and could be seen as this type of 
gift-giving. When the donors do not expect anything in return, they might comment on the posts e.g. 
that unless someone is interested, the item will find its way to the trash. Sometimes they do not even 
want to meet the person retrieving the item, but instead tell them the item is waiting for pick-up in 
front of the door. 
2.2.1 Advantages and disadvantages 
Sharing is many ways beneficial to the consumer, the environment, and the community in both the 
practical and economic sense (Belk, 2014). It is usually a communal act that links people together in 
a potentially powerful way creating feelings of affinity and connectedness unlike pure economic 
exchange (Belk, 2010). The tendency to share is stronger as long as we believe that there is no 
shortage of goods. On the contrary, if we believe the supply is finite, feelings of selfishness surface 





One pragmatic economic benefit of sharing is making something that would normally be unavailable 
affordable to the consumer. An individual might not be able to afford e.g. a designer handbag or a 
holiday home, but can access them through sharing. (Belk, 2010) In addition to a monetary gain, 
Lamberton and Randall (2012) have identified other sources of utility related to sharing. Utility may 
stem from the flexibility that sharing offers compared to owning the product or from the fact that as 
an item is shared, storing it is often not the headache of the borrower. Others who prefer sharing 
perceive benefits in the decision to not support a certain industry through a purchase and others 
appreciate the social utility they get from gathering approval from reference groups. Finally, utility 
can be related to ecological values and personal interests in sustainable consumption. (Lamberton & 
Randall, 2012) 
Despite the numerous benefits, there are also costs related to sharing, which may make it a less 
attractive option compared to purchasing. Those costs that affect the perception of utility include the 
actual monetary fee one has to pay for accessing the shared item, non-monetary costs such as time 
spent learning how to operate the unfamiliar object as well as costs associated with searching i.e. both 
money and effort required to find and compare an object to share. (Lamberton & Randall, 2012) In 
addition to perceived cost, personal characteristics and preferences may affect an individual’s 
willingness to share.  
2.2.2 Sharing in and sharing out 
While the benefits listed above are plentiful and sharing can help save both resources and create 
synergies, sharing outside our immediate family is still scarce. And although sharing remains the 
norm within families, increased privatization can be detected there as well. For example shared family 
meals become less common and it is typical that each family member has their own mobile phone, 
computer, and so on. (Belk, 2007) 
Two different types of sharing can be distinguished; sharing in and sharing out. Sharing within the 
family, as well as sharing in a way that reminds sharing within the family, is considered ‘sharing in’ 
(Belk, 2010). Sharing in ‘involves regarding ownership as common, such that the others are included 
within the aggregate extended self.’ (Belk 2007, 725) Consumers can extend the self through other 
people (Belk, 1988) and that is a fundamental element of sharing in (Belk, 2010). 
On the contrary, when people “share out” it is often meant as a unique, one-time act and the parties 
can be relative strangers. Naturally, the tendency to share in with family or friends is more likely than 





as well. By sharing out we can get more benefits or it can be an expression of honest altruism while 
strengthening the self-image of being generous. (Belk, 2007) 
Exactly like in the context of sharing toys through toy libraries, the Facebook recycling groups 
researched in this thesis may possibly include both elements of sharing in (i.e. sense of community) 
and sharing out (i.e. frugality and wish to save money) (Ozanne & Ballantine, 2010). 
2.2.3 Community building 
Collaborative consumption and especially its peer-to-peer applications have been identified to foster 
community and sense of belonging to a group (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 175 ; Belk 2014). Sharing 
can cultivate a feeling of being among like-minded individuals and possessions can also be a way to 
symbolize membership to a group (Belk, 2007). 
When Albinsson and Perera (2012) studied sharing events as an example of an alternative 
marketplace, they found that community building was both a motivation for the people to participate 
as well as an outcome of these events. People who took part in this alternative way of trading reported 
that not only tangible goods were shared, but also knowledge, skills, favors, and opinions. Events 
were an opportunity to raise awareness and support causes the participants felt strongly about. They 
formed connections with new people with different backgrounds, but similar interests. This kind of 
activities and increased sense of community contrasts with the traditional, individualistic-oriented 
Western consumer culture. (Albinsson & Perera, 2012) 
Online communities, such as the Facebook groups, are built more around common interests, thus 
emphasizing relational aspects of the community instead of pure shared geographical location 
(Albinsson & Perera, 2012). Yet, as recycling requires the physical encounter when items change 
owners, I would see the Facebook groups as a hybrid of the two elements.  
While some of the groups, for example the one operating in Kallio, welcomes many members outside 
the neighborhood as long as they deliver their merchandise to the area, others have taken a strict local 
focus. The founder of Arabianranta kierrättää has emphasized on many occasions, and it is also 
stated in the group description, that the ideology behind the Facebook group leans heavily on its 
locality. The arguments for choosing the regional focus include increased convenience and usability, 
but even more importantly, building the sense of community. (Pajari, 2015) The group supports and 






In this research motivational factors including sense of community will be explored. It will be 
interesting to find out whether people feel connected to the online groups and the fellow members of 
that community.  
2.2.4 Anti-consumption 
Anti-consumption is an increasingly popular area of research. It has been suggested that in order to 
fully understand consumer behavior, understanding this opposite phenomenon to consumption is 
necessary. (Lee, Fernandez, & Hyman, 2009) While the literal meaning of anti-consumption is 
‘against consumption’ (Lee et al. 2009) the resistance can refer both to the individual’s desire to 
reduce the levels of their overall consumption or alternatively their opposition towards specific brands 
or products (Iyer & Muncy, 2009). Also it is important to note, that although anti-consumption 
attitudes may be demonstrated through actions such as participating in sharing activities (Ozanne & 
Ballantine, 2010) or preferring environmentally friendly consumption choices, the term itself is not 
necessarily synonymous with concepts such as alternative or green consumption (Leet et al. 2009).  
That said, a literature review supports the idea that the practices of anti-consumption are in fact 
elements of sustainable lifestyles (Black & Cherrier, 2010).  
While Lee et al. (2009) see for example sustainable consumption as a form of pro-social consumption, 
rather than as anti-consumption, Iyer and Muncy (2009) would recognize it as one of the forms of 
anti-consumption. From existing literature Iyer and Muncy (2009) identify four research streams that 
anti-consumption research has focused on recently. The areas of interest vary on two dimensions. 
First of all, whether the consumer’s anti-consumption is directed to consumption in general or only 
specific brands. Secondly, the other dimension examines, whether the individuals are concerned with 
societal issues (such as conserving the environment) or whether they focus on issues related to 
personal happiness and making their own life simpler. (Iyer & Muncy, 2009) 
While the categories do not exclude one another and an individual can follow the logic of several of 
these, an archetype for each can be described. Global impact consumers are concerned about the 
environment and by reducing the overall consumption hope to benefit the society as a whole. 
Simplifiers are equally interested in reducing their consumption, but their motivations stem from a 
personal pursuit towards a less consumer oriented and happier lifestyle. Market activists represent 
those who avoid specific brands or products as they are seen as causing societal problems e.g. through 
unethical labor policies. Finally, anti-loyalists avoid products or brands that they associate with 
inferiority or negative experiences. (Iyer & Muncy, 2009) Also Black and Cherrier (2010) identified 





actions may for example be motivated by their individual needs as well as by a more general concern 
for the environment and a desire to preserve it. 
Ozanne and Ballantine (2010) found evidence in their quantitative study that people engaging in 
sharing through the toy libraries held strong anti-consumption values. Sharing was seen as a favorable 
alternative structure for traditional consumption. As a suggestion for further research they propose to 
explore other forms of sharing. (Ozanne & Ballantine, 2010) This research partly contributes to this 
suggested research avenue as sharing is such an integral part of collaborative consumption. Thus, it 
remains to be seen whether some user groups in the Facebook recycling groups hold the before 
mentioned sharing or anti-consumption values.  
2.2.5 Frugality  
It has been said that price is the most powerful tool marketers have in their toolbox as it can have a 
drastic effect on consumer behavior and consequently on the company’s result (Han, Gupta, & 
Lehmann, 2001). Thus, how consumers perceive prices and how they think about money has an effect 
on how they consume, both in traditional environments as in the context of collaborative consumption 
and sharing.  
Traditionally frugality has been seen as a negative personality trait, which is associated with greed 
and pure resistance of spending money only in order to accumulate wealth. However, Lastovicka et 
al. (1999) concluded in their study, that actually frugality is related more to delaying the spending 
and using consumer goods resourcefully in order to attain long-term benefits through short-term 
sacrifices.  (Lastovicka, Bettencourt, Hughner, & Kunze, 1999) 
Renting is generally significantly cheaper than buying, depending naturally on things such as 
frequency. However, Moeller and Witkowski (2010) made a quite surprising finding; in their study 
price consciousness did not have a significant effect on preferring non-ownership models. (Moeller 
& Wittkowski, 2010) However, most of the users of the toy-libraries were identified to hold strong 
frugality values and the libraries often promote their lending services by emphasizing the possibility 
to save in order to attract users (Ozanne & Ballantine, 2010). 
People have the habit of storing past prices in their memory and they compare these reference prices 
when considering possible purchases. If a product has a lower price than the reference price a 
consumer has in mind, it is considered as a find and a gain. (Han et al., 2001) In the Facebook groups 
it is quite common that people mention the retail price of a product when they are selling something. 





also have official rules against commenting on the prices that other people have set. Yet, even without 
such rules, products priced too high will not be sold, whereas items considered as bargains attract a 
desperate queue.  
As the pre-owned goods sold and exchanged peer-to-peer in Facebook groups are also usually sold 
for a fraction of the original retail price, it is very interesting to see, if some of the users are motivated 
by the possibility to save money. Thus, considering frugality and assuming it to act as a possible 
motive to participate for some group members is reasonable. 
2.2.6 Materialism 
Materialism is an important element to inspect in order to understand how consumers behave. It has 
even been argued, that unless we understand the meanings consumers attach to possessions, 
understanding their behavior is not possible (Belk, 1988).  
The definitions of the terms “materialism” and “materialistic” vary depending on the context, but 
they are also often freely used in everyday conversations without definitions (Richins & Dawson, 
1992). In common language the terms are normally used to refer to “a tendency to consider material 
possessions and physical comfort as more important than spiritual values” as defined in the Online 
Oxford English Dictionary 2015 or to “the belief that having money and possessions is the most 
important thing in life” as defined by the Online Cambridge English Dictionary 2015.  
How materialism presents itself is dependent on the circumstances as well as cultural and individual 
differences (Belk, 1985). However, Richins and Dawson (1992) were able to identify from an 
extensive literature review three correlating aspects, which repeatedly surface when materialism is 
defined by academics. The three constructs have also been recognized by ordinary consumers and the 
different elements are strongly presented in their views about materialism.  
Firstly, the acquisition centrality aspect of materialism describes the way highly materialistic people 
see possessions, and the act of acquiring them, as a very central element of their lives. Material 
possessions bring meaning to their lives. Owning and acquiring more is the ultimate goal which 
materialistic people seek to reach.  
Secondly, acquisitions as the pursuit of happiness refers to how materialists consider acquired 
belonging as a gateway to happiness. Instead of other things, such as personal relationships or 





essential to satisfaction and well-being, which partly explains why material things have such a central 
role in their lives. 
Thirdly, the element of possessions-defined success refers to the way materialists assess both their 
own and others’ success. Material goods have a status value and they are seen as evidence of 
accomplishments; one’s success can be estimated both by the number and the quality of collected 
possessions. Materialistic people have the tendency to measure personal success based on owning 
goods that send a certain image to the outside world. Belongings can be seen to reflect the ideals of 
a perfect life. (Richins & Dawson, 1992) 
Also Belk (1985) identified three different constructs that form the subscales of materialism. These 
three traits are possessiveness, non-generosity, and envy. Possessiveness refers to the desire to 
maintain control of one’s possessions, which can be not only material goods, but also for example 
some experiences.  Possessiveness is associated with a fear of losing possessions as well as control 
over them. Non-generosity is closely related to possessiveness, but it refers more directly to 
reluctance and aversion to sharing and lending possessions to others. Finally, envy refers to the 
individual’s desire for other people’s possessions and even very negative feelings towards the people 
owning those desired objects. (Belk, 1985) 
Despite varied academic definitions and perspectives, materialism is generally seen as a quite stable 
personality trait as well as having a negative influence on a person’s long-term well-being and 
happiness (Belk 1985 ; Shrum et al. 2014).  But although the negative effects of materialism are more 
often presented in literature and media (Belk 1985 ; Richins & Dawson 1992), there are also some 
possibly positive consequences that are seldom focused on. Shrum et al. (2014) address these positive 
aspect of materialism in their research. According to their experimental research, materialistic 
behavior can occasionally, under certain conditions lead to at least short-time benefits and help attain 
objectives. For example individuals may experience actual subjective increase in their well-being and 
happiness through consumption (e.g. when buying luxury items) or altruistic behavior can 
simultaneously serve a signaling function to the outside world as well as help the society. (Shrum, et 
al., 2014) 
It will be interesting to find out whether the users of the Facebook recycling groups score high on the 
materialism scale. On the one hand it could be assumed, that materialistic people are not so keen on 
using this kind of service as they prefer to maintain control over their possessions, and thus would be 





who enjoy the convenient access to a large selection of items and embrace their materialistic traits 
through active acquisition.  
While materialists represent a certain group of consumers, very different attitudes can be detected in 
other parts of the population. In the next chapter the concept of a liquid relationship to possessions is 
discussed. Compared with materialists, people with liquid relationship to possessions have almost 
opposite approaches and attachments to belongings and material goods.   
2.3 Liquid relationship to possessions 
Since Belk’s (1988) research on the extended self, there has been a consensus in the academic 
community arguing that possessions are central to individual’s identity projects. We consider our 
possessions as parts of ourselves, either intentionally or unintentionally, and thus strong and long-
lasting attachments towards them are formed (Belk 1988 ; Bardhi et al. 2012). But while the world 
changes and even Belk (2014) himself states that identity can be constructed on what we can access 
instead of ownership (Belk, 2014), Bardhi et al. (2012) introduce the idea of liquid relationship to 
possessions.   
In the context of modern global nomadism which they researched, the relationship towards objects is 
suddenly very different. Today’s globalized world is turning increasingly liquid to many people, 
making attachment to things tricky. (Bardhi et al., 2012) Fast-moving, evemore liquid society might 
explain the recent success of different access models and rental options. They are flexible and easily 
adaptable compared with long-term ownership. (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012)  When the relationship to 
possessions is liquid, attachment is temporary and situational, instrumental use-value is emphasized, 
and immateriality and “lightness” of objects and consumption are appreciated. (Bardhi et al., 2012)  
The notion of liquid relationship to possessions is interesting because the feeling of attachment to 
objects affects our willingness to share. As opposed to those who have a liquid relationship to 
possessions, people are less eager to share things when the emotional bond to the item is strong. As 
discussed in the previous chapter, it is argued that materialistic individuals develop self-identity by 
extension to possessions are thus less willing to share. They seek happiness in possessions. (Belk 
2007 ; Belk 2010)  
One of the contributions I wish to make with my research is to create a new scale based on the Bardhi 





the methodology chapter of the thesis.  Next, the three aspects of liquid relationship to possessions, 
which all facilitate people’s mobility, are briefly introduced.  
2.3.1 Situational value 
As the attachment to possessions is temporary and situational, the relationship to an object and the 
meanings attached to it do not transfer over time and space. Instead, the attachment is limited and re-
evaluated in each situation, e.g. when moving to a new place. In the conditions of continuous change, 
this impermanence of attachment creates flexibility and eases adaptability. (Bardhi et al., 2012) On 
the contrary, if the relationship to possessions is not liquid the opposite is true. The original theory of 
the extended self suggests, that we use our possessions to store our memories and feelings from our 
past and link our belongings to past experiences (Belk, 1988).  
2.3.2 Use-value 
Appreciating the instrumental use-value of an object refers to acknowledging its functional 
properties. Use-value stays more constant even if transferred across cultures, than e.g. symbolic value.  
When an individual appreciates objects for their functionality and features such as durability, light 
weight and flexibility, parting with them is also easier and does not evoke great sentiment of personal 
loss. (Bardhi et al., 2012) Items are just items, and a lost object can be replaced with a similar new 
one bought from the store. Where as liquid relationship to possessions suggests that all items can be 
replaced, those with a more conventional relationship to their belongings may feel very negative 
feelings if they unintentionally lose something. The theory of the extended self explains that this can 
be due to feeling of lessening of self as the lost items were part of the individual’s sense of self (Belk, 
1988). 
2.3.3 Immateriality 
The final aspect of liquid relationship to possessions discussed by Bardhi et al. (2012) is appreciating 
objects for their immateriality. Again value is detected in objects that are light and portable, and of 
course literally immaterial i.e. in a digital format. People with liquid relationship to possessions thus 
prefer e.g. e-books over hard-covers and mp3 music over CDs. Pictures are appreciated when they 
are in a digital format stored on the computer rather than hanging framed on the walls. The benefits 
associated with virtual versions of the products include for example the ease of storing and carrying 
them with you. (Bardhi et al., 2012) 








The theoretical background presented in the previous chapter of the thesis was constructed through 
an extensive literature review. Relevant secondary data was found for example from academic journal 
articles, newspapers, and webpages. Additional insights stemmed from the researcher’s personal 
experience. This third chapter of the thesis focuses on describing the collection of the primary data 
and introducing the chosen data analysis methods. 
3.1 Research paradigm 
The chosen research paradigm for this study is post-positivism, which suits the quantitative nature of 
the thesis well. Ontological assumptions are made about the nature of reality and how it is perceived.  
In quantitative research, such as this one, it can be assumed that the social world exists as a separate, 
objective reality. This kind of objective ontological assumption suggests, that reality exists 
independently outside the knower, i.e. myself as the researcher. However, as post-positivism is a 
reformed version of positivism, it is also argued that knower and the known cannot be completely 
separate. Still, in order to gain understanding about the reality, although it cannot be done perfectly, 
rigorous data collection and analysis should be applied. (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008)  
Central to both positivist and post-positivist research design is a desire to generate findings from 
representative samples that could be further generalized to a larger population. Theory is used to 
develop as consistent and as unbiased measurements as possible, and continuous attempts to improve 
them are made to develop them in terms of reliability and validity. (Malhotra, Birks, & Wills 2012, 
196) 
Questions related to epistemology describe how knowledge is produced and what its limits are. In 
this research, empiricism is chosen as the main approach as it is closely linked with positivism and it 
assumes that observable material things constitute reality. (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008) 
3.2 Data collection and sample description 
The primary data was collected during the day of 10th and in the morning of 11th of March 2015. A 
link to an online survey was posted to four chosen Facebook recycling groups in order to narrow 
down the sample population to the current members of the recycling communities. The chosen groups 
were Arabianranta kierrättää (‘Arabianranta recycles’, 6594 members on 11th of March), 
Arabianranta kierrättää – lastenvaattet ja –tarvikkeet (‘Arabianranta recycles – children’s clothing 





Punavuori kierrättää (‘Punavuori recycles’, 6 227 members). All of them are local recycling groups 
operating in Helsinki and require that business must be conducted in a certain geographical area. In 
the first two groups a message containing the link to the survey was pinned on top of the page by the 
administrators. This way it stayed on top of the page despite the numerous ads posted on the site the 
same day. Instead, in the two other groups the call for action was posted the same way as the rest of 
the ads are posted on these sites. This enabled including a photo to attract attention, but 
simultaneously the message was moving fast towards the bottom of the page. As an external 
incentive, the possibility to win two movie tickets was offered to the respondents. The tickets were 
raffled among those who left their contact information at the end of the survey. 
Anyone who saw my post on these sites was able to access the survey. The sampling method was 
thus non-random as convenience sampling was used. This must be considered as a limitation of the 
study and sampling error cannot reliably be quantified. Unfortunately it is also impossible to 
determine a response rate, as there is not a way to find out how many people saw the post.   Eventually 
altogether 443 completed responses were received. One response was excluded as the respondent 
reported in a control question that she had not conducted any transactions through the group in the 
past nor does she intend to do so in the future. This respondent did not leave any open comments at 
the end of the survey either, which could have explained if she had the intention to do free-of-cost 
recycling on the site. This control question was used in order to make sure that the final sample 
included only active or potential online recyclers. Thus, the final number or responses used for the 
analysis was 442.  
The survey started with a number of demographic questions in order to facilitate the categorization 
of respondents. It should be noted that it is typical for all survey research to have a concern with the 
representativeness of the sample. Sometimes even the best of academic research struggles with 
significant demographic biases. (Krosnick, 1999) In this study, e.g. the gender division of the sample 
is highly uneven with 95 % of respondents being women. Although women are a large majority in 
the recycling groups, the male underrepresentation should be considered as a limitation of the study.  
Majority of the respondents are young adults, 62.3% of the respondents were aged below 31 years. 
This age distribution is not very surprising considering that the platform studied is Facebook. Only 7 
people reported to be under-aged (below 18 years old, 1.6 % of all respondents), which might partly 
be explained due to the age limit of 18 in some of the groups. Educational backgrounds are varied 
and rather evenly distributed. Roughly one third (29.2 %) has gone to upper secondary or vocational 





The vast majority of the respondents are very active users of the groups. The visit frequency to the 
site is high; more than a quarter (27.6 %) of the respondents visit the page several times a day, while 
43.7 % of the respondents reported that they visit the page daily. A large majority (81.3 %) of the 
respondents has conducted a transaction of some sort through the site and more than half of the 
respondents (54.8 %) has both sold and bought items through the page. All of the respondents 
included in the study report the intention and interest to do business on the site in the near future. 
While the sample is usable for the purposes of this study, the results of the study cannot be generalized 
to make assumptions about the general public as it cannot be assumed that the respondents are 
representative of all the users of all online recycling groups. The demographic characteristics of the 
survey respondents are presented below, in Table 3. 




      Frequency 
   Absolute Relative (%) 
Gender   Male 22 5.0 
  Female 420 95.0 
Age  Below 25 150 33.9 
  26-30 125 28.3 
  31-35 68 15.4 
  36-40 42 9.5 
  41-45 20 4.5 
  Over 45 37 8.4 
 
Educational Secondary school 28 6.3 
background Upper secondary / vocational school 129 29.2 
  Bachelor's degree 148 33.5 
  Master's degree 132 29.9 
  Other 5 1.1 
 
Visit frequency  Several times a day 122 27.6 
on the site Daily 193 43.7 
  A few times per week 80 18.1 
  Weekly 30 6.8 
  A few times per month 9 2.0 
  Less often 8 1.8 
 
Usage of the site Has both bought and sold items. 242 54.8 
  Has mainly sold items. 35 7.9 
  Has mainly bought items. 82 18.6 
  
Hasn't yet been active but wants to sell 
items in the future. 
11 2.5 
  Wants to buy items in the future. 7 1.6 





3.3 Survey development and measures 
The survey was constructed based on a literature review and relevant constructs were identified from 
previous research. Most of the constructs come from Ozanne and Ballantine’s (2010) quantitative 
research where they study the users of toy libraries and identify different groups of participants. Their 
focus is on studying whether sharing is a form of anti-consumption. The second important influencer 
is the qualitative study by Albinsson and Perera (2012) which focuses on studying collaborative 
consumption and sharing in alternative marketplaces. In their study they emphasize the community 
building aspects of collaborative consumption. The third major source of inspiration for this study 
was the article by Moeller and Wittkowski (2010). They identify six possible determinants which 
they use to assess consumer preferences for renting instead of buying with quantitative methods. 
Finally, the study about liquid relationship to possessions by Bardhi et al. (2012) was used to build a 
new scale for this research. Thus, the final eight scales chosen for this research are a combination of 
the measures presented in the before mentioned inspirational articles. Table 4 summarizes the 
constructs from previous studies where they were recently used. 
Table 4. Scales chosen for this research 
Chosen scales  
for this research 
                 Previous research 
Authors Construct label 
Sharing Ozanne & Ballantine (2010) ; 
Albinsson & Perera (2012) 
"Sharing" 
Liquid relationship  
to possessions 
Bardhi et al. (2012) n/a 
Materialism Moeller  & Wittkowski (2010) ;                     
Ozanne & Ballantine (2010) 
"Importance of possessions" ;   
"Materialism" 
Anti-consumption  Ozanne & Ballantine (2010)  
Green consumer values Moeller  & Wittkowski (2010) "Environmentalism" 
Community building Ozanne & Ballantine (2010) ; 
Albinsson & Perera (2012) 
"Community building" 
Enjoyment Moeller  & Wittkowski (2010) "Experience orientation" 
Frugality Moeller  & Wittkowski (2010) ; 
Ozanne & Ballantine (2010) 
"Price consciousness" ;    
"Saving money" 
 
All items of the eight constructs in the survey used a 7 point Likert scale, anchored from 1=strongly 
disagree to 7=strongly agree, and some of the items were reverse scaled. The survey was pretested 
by presenting it to a number of peers and the thesis supervisor. Based on their comments some minor 
changes and adjustments were made. As the original items were in English, the survey needed to be 
carefully translated into Finnish with great attention to details.   






The sharing construct was adapted from the 8-measure scale that Ozanne and Ballantine created for 
their study (2010). The original scale is based on the work of Belk (2007 ; 2010). Ozanne and 
Ballantine only reported 5 out the 8 original items, and those were adapted from the toy sharing 
context to the Facebook recycling groups. For example the original item “Whenever possible I share 
toys rather than buy them” was adapted to the form “Whenever possible I share or borrow things 
rather than buy them”.  
Materialism  
The materialism construct was measured using the 9-item version of the scale developed by Richins 
(2004). This shorter version of the original 18-item scale (Richins & Dawson, 1992) covers the 
identified three aspects of materialism; the role of possessions in defining success, acquisition 
centrality, and the role of acquisition in the pursuit of happiness. Although even a shorter scale would 
have been appreciated for reasons of convenience, the 6-item version was not used as its viability as 
a measure of materialism would need further testing (Richins, 2004).  
Anti-consumption  
Similarly to Ozanne and Ballantine (2010), the anti-consumption construct was adapted from the 8-
item scale developed by Iyer and Muncy (2009). One of the original items “ ‘Waste not, Want not’ is 
a philosophy I follow” was excluded from the study as an appropriate equivalent from the Finnish 
language to this English proverbial saying, referring to wise use of resources and advising someone 
not to waste anything as they might need it in the future, could not be found.  
Green consumer values 
As positive environmental effects are closely related to the concept of collaborative consumption, 
green consumer values were chosen to be one of the studied constructs. Moeller and Wittkowski 
(2010) studied the same theme under the label ‘environmentalism’. To measure this construct, a          
6-item scale was adapted from Haws, Winterich and Naylor (2010). The scale measures the extent to 
which individuals express the value of environmental protection through their consumption 








While Moeller and Wittkowski (2010) labelled the construct used in their study as price 
consciousness, this study decided to include a frugality construct to the survey. Similar to Ozanne 
and Ballantine (2010), the 8 items of the construct come from the original study by Lastovicka et al. 
(1999) where they developed a scale to measure frugality.  
Community building 
Albinsson and Perera (2012) found that sharing events were a means of community building. 
Similarly to Ozanne and Ballantine (2010), this research adapted the community building construct 
from the original Brief Sense of Community Scale (BSCS) developed by Peterson, Speer, and 
McMillan (2008). The original items referred to neighborhoods, but their terminology was revised to 
fit the online recycling group context better.  
Enjoyment 
Moeller and Wittkowski (2010) tested a hypothesis according to which experiencing consumption as 
a source of entertainment and enjoyment would have a positive influence on a consumer’s preferences 
for non-ownership modes of consumption. Similarly, Van der Heijden (2004) demonstrated that for 
hedonic information systems, the perceived enjoyment was an important predictor of behavioral 
intention. The enjoyment construct was adapted from Van der Heijden’s (2004) study and measured 
using a 7-point Likert scale. This time the two extremes of the scale were positive (7) and negative 
(1) adjectives, for example “Using the Facebook recycling groups is 7 = enjoyable … 1 = disgusting”.    
 
The complete survey can be found in Finnish in Appendix A. 
3.3.1. Developing a new scale for liquid relationship to possessions 
Specifically for the purpose of this study a new 6-item scale to capture the construct of liquid 
relationship to possessions (see Table 5) was developed. The scale is constructed based on the 
research by Bardhi et al. (2012). As mentioned before (in chapter 2.3) there are three key elements 
that characterize liquid relationship to possessions.  The elements are appreciation of items based on 
their situational value, use-value, and immateriality.  For the survey, I developed two questions 
addressing the situational value, three questions to describe the use-value, and one measuring the 





Table 5. Description of indicators for liquid relationship to possessions 
 
 
3.4 Statistical analysis methods 
To analyze the collected data, two multivariate data analysis methods were chosen. First, factor 
analysis was conducted to reduce the number of variables. It was also used to determine underlying 
structures of motivations to use the recycling groups and to find out whether they correspond to the 
pre-determined suggested structures. Second, cluster analysis was conducted based on the factors 
obtained from the factor analysis. The clustering was done in order to categorize the users of the 
recycling sites in distinct groups and identify diverse profiles based on the motivations of the 
respondents. To further illustrate and describe the profiles, cross tabulations and analysis of variance 
were used to support the analysis. Next, the main methods of analysis are introduced and questions 
related to the validity and reliability of the study are addressed. 
3.4.1 Factor analysis 
Factor analysis refers to a category of multivariate analysis procedures mainly used to reduce and 
summarize data. It is very useful when the number of variables is large and the goal is to reduce them 
to a level that is easier to manage. (Malhotra et al. 2012, 774) It is also a useful tool when the 
relationships between variables are complex and multimensional as it identifies underlying patterns 





Factor analysis examines interdependencies among the entire set of variables and does not distinguish 
among dependent or independent variables, unlike methods of analysis such as ANOVA or multiple 
regression (Malhotra et al. 2012, 774). 
The main purpose of factor analysis is to identify the underlying structures that explain the 
correlations among the variables (Malhotra et al. 2012, 774). The variables are grouped together into 
factors, so that that a strong correlation exists among the items within each of the factor, but the 
correlations between variables in other factors should be weak.   
When the variables are standardized, the mathematical representation of the model is the following;  
(1) 
𝑋𝑖 = 𝐴𝑖1𝐹1 + 𝐴𝑖2𝐹2 + 𝐴𝑖3𝐹3 + ⋯ + 𝐴𝑖𝑚𝐹𝑚 + 𝑉𝑖𝑈𝑖 
Where 
𝑋𝑖 = 𝑖th standardised variable 
𝐴𝑖𝑗 = 𝑠tandardised multiple regression coefficient of variable 𝑖 on common factor 𝑗 
𝐹 = common factor 
𝑉𝑖 = standardised regression coefficient of variable 𝑖 on unique factor 𝑖 
𝑈𝑖 = the unique factor for variable 𝑖 
𝑚 = number of common factors 
(Malhotra et al. 2012, 775)  
 
Correspondingly the individual common factors can be mathematically represented as linear 
combinations of the observed variables;  
(2) 
𝐹𝑖 = 𝑊𝑖1𝑋1 + 𝑊𝑖2𝑋2 + 𝑊𝑖3𝑋3+. . +𝑊𝑖𝑘𝑋𝑘 
Where 
𝐹𝑖 = estimate of the 𝑖th factor 
𝑊𝑖 = weight or factor score coefficient 
𝑘 = number of variables 





Data requirements for conducting factor analysis include that the input variables should be measured 
on an interval or ratio scale and stem from past research and be subject to the researcher’s judgement 
(Malhotra et al. 2012, 778). In this study, a seven-point Likert scale was used for all the variables, 
derived from previous research, making the data suitable for this type of analysis.  
To test the suitability of the factor model, two formal statistics can be applied. First, Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity is used to confirm that the null hypothesis, that the variables are not correlated, can be 
rejected. Second, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistics are studied to make sure that correlations between 
pairs of variables can be explained by other variables. When both of these are in order, factor analysis 
is appropriate. (Malhotra et al. 2012, 778) 
In addition, questions concerning adequate sample size needed to be addressed. Recommendations 
for an appropriate sample size vary in literature. However, often a sample size of 100 observations is 
considered as the minimum. In addition to the approximate absolute number of observations, it is 
recommendable to pay attention to the subjects-to-variables ratio. As a rule, the sample size should 
be at least five times as large as there are variables, and maximizing the ratio is advised.  (Hair et al. 
2006, 112) In this research, the minimum requirements are exceeded. The original sample included 
443 observations and there were 53 items in the original survey. Thus, the subjects-to-variables ratio 
is 8.33 : 1 , which can be considered very satisfactory. Furthermore, after the necessary eliminations 
(discussed in more detail later, in chapter 4.1) the final analysis was done with 442 observations and 
47 variables, giving an even better ratio of 9.4 : 1.  
Criteria for determining the number of computed principal components should be selected when 
conducting factor analysis. It is possible to have up to as many factors as there are variables, but that 
would not serve any data reduction purpose. (Malhotra et al. 2012, 782) Thus, for this research the 
most commonly used technique, the latent root criterion was chosen. This method considers only 
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 significant. The eigenvalue criterion is considered to be most 
reliable when the number of variables is between 20 and 50. (Hair et al. 2006, 120) 
In order to obtain an output which is theoretically more meaningful and more easily interpreted, 
rotating the factor matrix is recommended (Malhotra et al. 2012, 784). Factor rotation leads to 
significantly simpler factor solution by redistributing the variance from earlier factors to later ones, 
making the results more comprehensible (Hair et al. 2006, 123). This study employs an orthogonal 





they suit well reseach which aims at data reduction to obtain new variables for further multivariate 
analysis, in this case cluster analysis (Hair et al. 2006, 127). 
Finally, factor loadings are important in order to understand and interpret the essence of a particular 
factor. The loadings represent the correlation between the original variable and the factor. (Hair et al. 
2006, 102) In general factor loading of ± .40 can still be deemed minimally acceptable, but loadings 
exceeding ± .50 are recognized as necessary for practical significance (Hair et al. 2006, 129) and thus 
.50 was considered as a threshold value in this research.  
3.4.2 Cluster analysis 
Cluster analysis, also called “classification analysis” or “numerical taxonomy”, aims to assign similar 
cases or objects into separate groups (Malhotra et al. 2012, 803). Objects in each group, i.e. cluster, 
are more similar to one another than to objects in other clusters.  The clusters help to illustrate 
underlying natural structures of the observations based on their multivariate profile. (Hair et al. 2006, 
555)  
In marketing, cluster analysis can be applied to serve several purposes. It is for example used to 
segment the market, understand buyer behavior, and for general data reduction. (Malhotra et al. 2012, 
804) Like factor analysis, cluster analysis helps researchers to reduce their data, but instead of 
reducing the number of variables, the number of objects is condensed. (Malhotra et al. 2012, 802). 
In this study, cluster analysis was used to identify homogenous groups of consumers who have similar 
motivations to use the Facebook recycling groups. The cluster analysis was conducted for the factors 
obtained from the factor analysis. This way both the data was reduced to a more manageable level 
and the results were easier to interpret.  
The selected clustering procedure for this study was the non-hierarchical k-means clustering. The 
algorithm uses the Euclidean distance, which is the most common measure of similarity. It means 
“the square root of the sum of the squared differences in values for each variable”. (Malhotra et al. 
2012, 807) Non-hierarchical clustering methods require that the number of clusters is pre-determined 
(Hair et al. 2006, 589). Thus, several cluster solutions were tested before deciding on the most suitable 






3.5 Validity and reliability 
When conducting research, it is crucial that the validity and reliability issues are addressed. They 
need to be in order, otherwise analysis or any conclusions drawn from the study are compromised.  
Validity refers to the extent to which a measurement represents accurately the phenomenon of interest 
(Malhotra et al. 2012, 436). In other words, the chosen research methods, including the used scales, 
need to measure what they are intended to measure. The validity of this research is strengthened by 
the fact that both the research methods as well as the scales, excluding the one created for the purposes 
of this study, are all derived from existing literature and previous research has tested and validated 
the used scales. Also, as described earlier, the translation of the survey was done carefully and choices 
of wording were considered thoroughly and altered based on the pre-test in order to ensure the correct 
understanding of the Finnish respondents. This and rigorous data analysis methods helped to avoid 
response errors, both deriving from the researcher as well as the respondents. As the question batteries 
were adapted from previous research, there was also some concern that respondents would be giving 
slightly biased answers due to the pre-grouping of the questions. Yet, it was estimated that based on 
previous research, the effect would not be critical, especially because factor analysis would be 
conducted to regroup the items afterwards. In addition, grouping the questions was determined to be 
beneficial in terms of the readability of the survey, thus increasing respondents’ likelihood to 
complete the whole questionnaire. The actions that were taken all strengthen the validity of the 
research.  
While validity focuses on how well the concept is defined by the measures, reliability is concerned 
with the consistency of the measures (Hair et al. 2006, 103). Basically if the measurements are 
repeated, a reliable scale should produce similar results each time. Some issues concerning reliability 
arise from the online format of the survey, the sampling method, and not being able to determine the 
response rate or the sampling error. Not only moderating and controlling the situational factor was 
not possible, but also it is possible that the used sample is an imperfect representation of the 
population i.e. the Facebook recycling group users. Thus, the results should be intepreted carefully 
and no wide generalizations should be made. These are considered as limitations of the study. Still, 
the study fulfills its main purpose and provides important insights about the motivations of 
respondents to participate in one form of collaborative consumption. 
In this study, reliability is approached through internal consistency reliability, which examines the 
consistency among the items forming each summated scale. The common measure of internal 





study. It represents the average of all possible split-half coefficients emerging from different ways of 
splitting the scale items. When calculating the coefficients for each factor, a commonly accepted 
minimum threshold value of .60 was used as a reference for satisfactory internal consistency 








4. Data Analysis and Results  
 
The data was collected through a survey and analysis software Webpropol, from where it was easily 
transferred first to Microsoft Excel 2013 and further to IBM SPSS Statistics 22. The SPSS software 
was used to perform the statistical analyses once the data had been modified to a suitable format. 
4.1 Factor analysis 
 
4.1.1 Initial analysis 
Principal components factor analysis was run for the motivations to participate in collaborative 
consumption through the Facebook recycling groups. The motivations were measured with 53 items 
on a 7-point Likert scale. The first step was to confirm whether the sample and the variables were 
suitable for factor analysis. This was done with Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy.  
The Bartlett’s test indicated high statistical significance (p = .000) and the null hypotheses could be 
rejected. In addition, the KMO value was .874, indicating further suitability of the data for factor 
analysis. Both values can be considered to be very good, as the desired reference values for each test 
are < .05 and > .500 respectively (Malhotra et al. 2012, 777).  
The Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was used to test the internal consistency reliability of the scales 
(see Table 6).  As assumed, each of the scales adopted from previous literature had excellent alpha 
values, all well above the recommended .600 (Malhotra et al. 2012, 434). The scale developed by the 
researcher however, had a slightly poorer alpha value of .534 and should thus be used and interpreted 
cautiously.  






Sharing 0.745 5 
Liquid relationship to possessions 0.534 6 
Materialism 0.838 9 
Anti-consumption 0.778 7 
Green consumer values 0.930 6 
Community building 0.913 8 
Enjoyment 0.892 4 






Due to the relatively low Cronbach’s Alpha value for the LRP scale, the individual items of the scale 
and their role were inspected in more detail. It was discovered that the Alpha value could be improved 
slightly from .534 to .577 by excluding the item LRP6 “I prefer electronic versions of e.g. books, 
movies or music over physical products”. Alternatively, if any other item would be deleted from the 
scale, their influence to the Cronbach’s Alpha value would be negative and it would deteriorate even 
further. 
In order to further examine if the LRP6 truly was a poorly fitting item for the scale, a principal 
component factor analysis was conducted for the individual LRP scale. The communalities (h2) value 
of .064 showed, that the item LRP6 had little in common with the other items on the scale (see Table 
7 below). Thus, the decision was made to exclude the item from the rest of the analysis. It seemed 
that this item did not measure the liquidity of the relationship towards possessions, but rather the 
preference for electronic and immaterial products stems from some other motivation, e.g. from 
technology orientation or personal preferences.  
Table 7. Communalities for the LRP scale 
Communalities  
 Communality 
LRP1. If I were to move abroad, I would take with me important 
items which remind me of home. (R) 
.669 
LRP2. Some items that I’ve had for years have a strong meaning 
for me. (R) 
.726 
LRP3. All items I own must have a clear functional purpose 
.694 
LRP4. I rarely buy things only for pure pleasure 
.664 
LRP5. If all my belongings were destroyed in a fire, I would not 
mind as long as everything was replaced by the insurance company 
.530 
LRP6. I prefer electronic versions of e.g. books, movies or music 
over physical products 
.064 
 (R) = item reverse scaled 
 
Following the decision, the principal components factor analysis was run again, now with the 
remaining 52 items. The KMO value was slightly better than before (.876) and the Bartlett’s test 





The principal components factor analysis resulted in twelve factors. Considering the complexity of 
further analysis and interpretation of the results, this was considered as quite a lot. Yet, as the number 
of variables exceeded 50, a large number of extracted factor was not surprising (Hair et al. 2006, 
120). The chosen extraction method for the analysis was the eigenvalue criterion and thus only factors 
with eigenvalues higher than 1.0 were accepted. The percentages of total variance that each factor 
explained are reported in Table 8. Together the twelve factors explained 66.43 % of the total variance.  
Table 8. Variance explained by the initial factors 
Factor 
















The initial results of the principal components factor analysis are presented in Table 9. The table 
also includes the factor loadings, communalities, and Cronbach’s Alpha values. 
Table 9. Initial results of the principal components factor analysis 
Factor Item 

















I consider the potential environmental impact of my 
actions when making many of my decisions. 
.844 .778 ibid. 
 
GCV5 
I would describe myself as environmentally 
responsible 
.820 .743 ibid. 
 
GCV6 
I am willing to be inconvenienced in order to take 
actions that are more environmentally friendly 
.808 .714 ibid. 
 
GCV1 
It is important to me that the products I use do not 
harm the environment 
.799 .729 ibid. 
 
AC2 
I make specific efforts to buy products made out of 
recycled material 
.722 .607 








I am concerned about wasting the resources of our 
planet 
.717 .711 
Haws et al. 
(2010) 
 
AC3 I try to recycle as much as I can .660 .513 
Iyer & Muncy 
(2009) 
 AC1 Given the choice, I would rather buy organic food .599 .445 ibid. 
  AC5 We must all do our part to conserve .536 .591 ibid. 
F2 
CB4 I feel I belong in this group .849 .830 
.915 
Peterson et al. 
(2008) 
 CB7 I feel connected to this group .840 .801 ibid. 
 CB3 I feel like a member of this group .836 .803 ibid. 
 CB5 I have a say about what goes on in this group .791 .658 ibid. 
 CB8 I have a good bond with others in this group .758 .638 ibid. 
  
CB6 
People in this group are good at influencing each 
another 
.706 .568 ibid. 
F3 




 EN3 Using the Facebook group is pleasant .784 .760 ibid. 
 EN1 Using the Facebook group is enjoyable .776 .784 ibid. 
  EN2 Using the Facebook group is exciting .773 .735 ibid. 
F4 
FR7 
I am willing to wait on a purchase I want so that I 







There are things I resist buying today so I can save 
for tomorrow 
.775 .670 ibid. 
 FR6 I discipline myself to get the most from my money .718 .734 ibid. 
  FR5 I believe in being careful in how I spend my money .662 .686 ibid. 
F5 
MS2 





 MS3 I like to own things that impress people .768 .687 ibid. 
 MC3 I like a lot of luxury in my life .670 .635 ibid. 
 
MS1 
I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, 
and clothes 
.554 .588 ibid. 
  MC2 Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure .466 .567 ibid. 
F6 
SH5 
Whenever possible I share or borrow things rather 






 SH4 I try to share things outside Facebook .699 .550 ibid. 
 SH3 I do not like the idea of sharing objects. (R) .686 .577 ibid. 
 
SH2 
I would rather share items through the Facebook 
group than buy them at the store 
.632 .618 ibid. 
  SH1 I believe sharing is an important skill to learn in life .566 .500 ibid. 
F7 
MH3 
It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t 




 MH2 I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more things .818 .804 ibid. 
  
MH1 
My life would be better if I owned certain things I 
don’t have 
.816 .751 ibid. 
F8 
FR2 
There are many things that are normally thrown 







If you take good care of your possessions, you will 
definitely save money in the long run 







If you can re-use an item you already have, there's 






Making better use of my resources makes me feel 
good 
.557 .529 ibid. 
F9 




 LRP4 I rarely buy things only for pure pleasure .680 .600 ibid. 
  
MC1 
I try to keep my life simple, as far as possessions are 
concerned. (R) 
-.607 .529 Richins (2004) 
F10 
LRP1 
If I were to move abroad, I would take with me 







Some items that I’ve had for years have a strong 
meaning for me. (R) 
.804 .702 ibid. 
  
LRP5 
If all my belongings were destroyed in a fire, I 
would not mind as long as everything was replaced 
by the insurance company 
.697 .557 ibid. 
F11 
AC4 




Iyer & Muncy 
(2009) 
 AC6 
If we all consume less, the world would be a better 
place 
.628 .632 ibid. 
  AC7 
Most people buy way too many things that they 
really don't need 
.550 .515 ibid. 
F12 
CB1 I can get what I need in this group .714 .793 
.866 
Peterson et al. 
(2008) 
 CB2 This group helps me fulfill my needs .666 .755 ibid. 
(R) = Item reverse scaled 
SH = sharing, LRP = liquid relationship to possessions, MC = materialism, centrality, MH = materialism, happiness, 
MS = materialism, success, AC = anti-consumption, GCV = green consumer values, CB = community building,  
EN = enjoyment, FR = frugality 
 
The results from initial factor analysis presented in the Table 9 include interesting findings which 
deserve to be inspected in more detail.  
Firstly, except for the four-item enjoyment construct and the five-item sharing construct, the initial 
constructs do not appear perfectly in their original format after the factor analysis. This was to be 
expected, as the survey was constructed as a combination of several previous studies. From the 
original eight question batteries, twelve constructs have emerged. Albeit this is the case, and actual 
data summarization and reduction goals were not met, the constructs seem logical and most of the 
items form coherent ensembles.  
Some of the original sets of items have also been split into two or more factors as a result of the 
analysis. This indicates, that the original scales represented multiple dimension of the same 
phenomenon which they measure. For example the scale developed to measure materialism had 
originally three aspects; centrality, happiness, and success. Those items have dispersed away from 





Similarly, the anti-consumption scale items have been divided to factors F1 and F11. The first 
component F1 has the items of the green consumer values in it as well. Iyer and Muncy (2009) who 
created the anti-consumption scale identified the disproportionate number of questions concentrating 
on environmental issues as a limitation of their study. This outcome of the factor analysis is thus not 
surprising, instead it confirms the observation made in the original study. The two dimensions present 
in the anti-consumption scale seem to be items related to individual’s own behavior on behalf of the 
environment (F1) and more general statements concerning opinions about the planet’s resources and 
recycling (F11). This further confirms the findings by Iyer and Muncy (2009), which indicated that 
some people engage in anti-consumption due to societal concerns while others are motivated by more 
personal reasons. Motivations for anti-consumption can reflect both a more personal “I” perspective 
as well as a more general “we” perspective.  (Iyer & Muncy, 2009) 
Following a similar logic of several dimensions, items originating from the frugality scale have been 
split to components F4 and F8. The four items included in the F4 are related to spending money where 
as the four items in F8 reflect the recycling dimension of frugality more. The community building 
scale had six items in construct F2 and the final two items form the construct F12. Again, this would 
support the assumption that the construct of community building has two dimensions, one reflecting 
camaraderie and belonging, the other more focused on needs and their fulfillment.  
Finally, the scale meant to measure liquid relationship to possessions developed for the purposes of 
this research has also been de-constructed. Three of the original items stayed together in F10, while 
two were paired with a materialism item in F9.  
After careful consideration, for the sake of simplifying the analysis and reducing data, I decided that 
the two community building items of F12 are to be excluded from further analysis. Although they 
might represent a second dimension of the community building, it is decided that in this research it is 
enough to examine only the other dimension, represented by six items in F2.   
When the Cronbach’s Coefficient Alphas for the twelve constructs are inspected, all of them except 
for F9 are acceptable and above the recommended .60 (Malhotra et al. 2012, 434). Considering the 
factor loading of individual items, MC2 had a rather low value of .466, which is still minimally 






4.1.2 Final analysis 
As discussed in the previous chapter, the initial principal component factor analysis created 12 
constructs. Despite their apparent logical composition the pursuit of simplicity lead to the elimination 
of F12. Several other adjustments were also made, which eventually led to a simpler, and easier-to-
interpret, final ten factor solution. The iterative process is described below. 
In consequence of eliminating F12, the principal components factor analysis was ran again several 
times, before the final ten factors were found. This had an impact on both the composition and the 
number of the factors as well as the corresponding factor loadings. During the iterative process, two 
items LRP3 “All items I own must have a clear functional purpose” and MC1 “I try to keep my life 
simple, as far as possessions are concerned” were rejected due to not loading over the set threshold 
value of ± .50. In addition, the item LRP4 “I rarely buy thing only for pure pleasure” was grouped 
with items measuring frugality. To fit the construct better, the item was reverse scaled before the 
principal components factor analysis was ran once again. 
As a result of several rounds of principal component analysis, ten constructs emerged with either 
good or excellent Cronbach’s Alpha values. The only remaining problem was with the before-
mentioned factor containing the frugality items and LRP4, as it Cronbach’s Alpha value was only 
.508. After more detailed investigation, it was concluded that that removing the item LRP4 would 
improve the Alpha value from .508 (poor) to .813 (excellent). Thus, as a final adjustment, it was 
decided to exclude also the item LRP4 from the analysis. This was further reasoned by the fact that 
the item was originally meant to measure liquid relationship to possessions, not frugality. Yet, it did 
not fit in the factor with the rest of the LRP items, and its current position was just making the frugality 
scale less reliable. 
Finally, after excluding the item LRP4, otherwise similar ten factors were obtained as in the preceding 
phase, yet the key figures were better. Together these ten constructs explain 65.09 % of the total 
variance. The percentages of total variance that each factor explains are reported in Table 10.  The 
KMO value (.878) and Bartlett’s test value (p = .000) remained excellent for the remaining 47 items. 
The final ten factors with eigenvalues above 1.00 and with variables loadings .50 or higher, emerging 







Table 10. Variance explained by the final factors 
Factor 






















Alpha Based on 
F1 
GCV2 
I consider the potential environmental impact of my 
actions when making many of my decisions. 
.847 .771 
.922 




My purchase habits are affected by my concern for 
our environment 
.846 .793 Ibid. 
 
GCV5 
I would describe myself as environmentally 
responsible 
.829 .749 Ibid. 
 
GCV6 
I am willing to be inconvenienced in order to take 
actions that are more environmentally friendly 
.808 .714 Ibid. 
 
GCV1 
It is important to me that the products I use do not 
harm the environment 
.789 .719 Ibid. 
 
AC2 
I make specific efforts to buy products made out of 
recycled material 
.712 .593 




I am concerned about wasting the resources of our 
planet 
.699 .707 
Haws et al. 
(2010) 
 
AC3 I try to recycle as much as I can .663 .511 
Iyer & Muncy 
(2009) 
 AC1 Given the choice, I would rather buy organic food .595 .448 Ibid. 
  AC5 We must all do our part to conserve .505 .601 Ibid. 
F2 
CB4 I feel I belong in this group .866 .835 
.915 
Peterson et al. 
(2008) 
 CB3 I feel like a member of this group .852 .802 Ibid. 
 CB7 I feel connected to this group .846 .810 Ibid. 
 CB5 I have a say about what goes on in this group .790 .654 Ibid. 
 CB8 I have a good bond with others in this group .763 .643 Ibid. 
  
CB6 
People in this group are good at influencing each 
another 
.695 .554 Ibid. 
F3 









 EN3 Using the Facebook group is pleasant .785 .753 Ibid. 
  EN2 Using the Facebook group is exciting .775 .732 Ibid. 





The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing 
in life 
.753 .622 Ibid. 
 MC3 I like a lot of luxury in my life .704 .642 Ibid. 
 
MS1 
I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, 
and clothes 
.593 .580 Ibid. 
  MC2 Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure .543 .507 Ibid. 
F5 
FR7 
I am willing to wait on a purchase I want so that I 





 FR6 I discipline myself to get the most from my money .769 .736 Ibid. 
 FR5 I believe in being careful in how I spend my money .723 .685 Ibid. 
  
FR8 
There are things I resist buying today so I can save 
for tomorrow 
.715 .572 Ibid. 
F6 
SH5 
Whenever possible I share or borrow things rather 






 SH4 I try to share things outside Facebook .700 .528 Ibid. 
 SH3 I do not like the idea of sharing objects. (R) .684 .523 Ibid. 
 
SH2 
I would rather share items through the Facebook 
group than buy them at the store 
.650 .587 Ibid. 
  SH1 I believe sharing is an important skill to learn in life .556 .408 Ibid. 
F7 
MH3 
It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t 






My life would be better if I owned certain things I 
don’t have 
.812 .751 Ibid. 
  MH2 I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more things .811 .805 Ibid. 
F8 
FR1 
If you take good care of your possessions, you will 







There are many things that are normally thrown 
away that are still quite useful 
.718 .625 Ibid. 
 
FR4 
If you can re-use an item you already have, there's 
no sense in buying something new 
.611 .603 Ibid. 
  
FR3 
Making better use of my resources makes me feel 
good 
.534 .501 Ibid. 
F9 
LRP1 
If I were to move abroad, I would take with me 







Some items that I’ve had for years have a strong 
meaning for me. (R) 
.798 .679 Ibid. 
  
LRP5 
If all my belongings were destroyed in a fire, I 
would not mind as long as everything was replaced 
by the insurance company 
.727 .541 Ibid. 
F10 
AC4 








If we all consume less, the world would be a better 
place 
.658 .637 Ibid. 
  
AC7 
Most people buy way too many things that they 
really don't need 
.546 .485 Ibid. 
(R) = Item reverse scaled 
SH = sharing, LRP = liquid relationship to possessions, MC = materialism, centrality, MH = materialism, happiness, 
MS = materialism, success, AC = anti-consumption, GCV = green consumer values, CB = community building,  





To summarize, there are ten different motivational factors that emerged from the data set collected 
from a sample of users in the Facebook recycling communities. The dimensions are briefly described 
in Table 12. 
 
Table 12. Different motivational components 




The individual considers the environmental consequences and they 




The individual’s views on connection the online group as well as its 
overall dynamics. 




The first dimension of materialism. Relates to owning things and how 
possessions can impress others. 
F5 Careful spending The first dimension of frugality. Relates to being careful about the way 
the individual spends money. 




The second dimension of materialism. Personal, relates to the 




The second dimension of frugality. Relates to the individual’s views 




The individual’s liquid relationship to possessions, relates to use and 
situational value of items. 




4.2 Cluster analysis 
In order to answer the research questions “What kind of motivations do people have to participate in 
collaborative consumption in online sharing and recycling communities?” and “What kind of 
different participant groups can be identified among the users of these online communities?” a cluster 
analysis was introduced as a follow-up analysis for the factor analysis. The goal was to identify 
distinct groups among the respondents, who share similar motives to participate in collaborative 
consumption. The chosen technique for the non-hierarchal clustering was the common marketing 
research method, k-means clustering. This technique splits the objects into groups by maximizing 
between-cluster variation relative to within-cluster variation. Despite the disadvantages, for example 
the number of clusters needs to be pre-defined and that the selection of cluster centers is arbitrary 
(Malhotra et al. 2012, 809), non-hierarchical methods have gained wide acceptability and usage (Hair 





In order to determine a suitable number of clusters, different solutions were tested and the analysis 
was ran with the number of clusters set between 2 and 5. After testing the different cluster solutions, 
the four cluster solution was determined to be most easily interpretable as well as theoretically most 
interesting. In addition, with four clusters, the division of cases among the clusters was the most even. 
Below, the final cluster centers are provided in the Table 13. They represent the mean values of each 
of the factors for the observations within the different clusters. 
 
Table 13. Final cluster centroids 
Cluster N F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 
1 81  .064 -.041 -.226  .385 -.199 -.001  .022 -1.405  .005  .163 
2 119 -.352  .104 -.771 -.308  .166 -.306 -.139  .325  .504  .441 
3 148  .142  .144  .535  .237  .314  .328 -.569  .278 -.154 -.244 
4 94  .168 -.322  .328 -.316 -.532 -.128  1.053  .362 -.399 -.314 
 
The cluster centroids are used to further interpret and describe the profiles of the different clusters. 
Demographic information as well as usage habits of the sites provided by the respondents are also 
taken into consideration when describing the characteristics of the clusters. 
Cross tabulations between cluster membership and the background variables exposed interesting 
findings about the differences and similarities between the created clusters. Chi-square tests were 
used to examine the significance of the results.  Except for age distribution and visit frequency on the 
recycling sites, differences across clusters in demographic and usage variables were found to be 
statistically insignificant. For example gender division was very similar in all four clusters, probably 
partly due to a low number of male respondents. The 22 male respondents were assigned to all four 
clusters (three in cluster 1, eight in cluster 2, five in cluster 3, and six in cluster 4). Also differences 
in educational background were insignificant and the clusters did not remarkably differ from one 
another. In the light of statistics, the differences in how the different user groups made use of the sites 
were not significant either. 
Instead, in terms of age distribution the differences across clusters showed to be statistically 
significant (p < .05). Also how often the users visited the Facebook recycling sites showed to have 
differences across clusters on a statistically significant level (p < .05). 





4.2.1 Cluster 1: Accumulators 
 
Acquired goods are a metric of success 
Compared with the other groups, the Accumulators emphasize a dimension of materialism related to 
owning as a motivation to use the Facebook recycling sites. They appreciate the possibility to use the 
groups in order to acquire the kind of goods which can impress others. The Accumulators get excited 
when satisfying their materialistic needs, as buying new things brings them pleasure. Considering the 
desire to acquire new things, it is not surprising that the members of this cluster strongly 
underemphasize the second dimension of frugality as a motivation, which focuses on taking good 
care of your possessions, avoiding new purchases and maximizing the lifespan of possessions. Yet, 
it should be noted that on the scale from 1 to 7 the mean factor score for this dimension of frugality 
was 5.72, which is still rather high. Basically the other cluster just hold relatively even stronger 
recycling related motivations. 
Although the Accumulators’ anti-consumption attitudes reflect concern for the world’s resources, 
their personal green values are not specifically emphasized as a source of motivation to use the 
Facebook groups. Yet, the anti-consumption attitudes that the Accumulators hold might partly explain 
the use of this alternative channel for purchases. 
Compared with the other clusters, the Accumulators do not emphasize the potential to save money or 
perceiving the using of the site fun as a reason to participate in collaborative consumption. Compared 
with the other three groups, the Accumulators are also neutral in motivations such as liquid 
relationship to possession, community building or sharing in general.  
The Accumulators are the smallest cluster with 81 individuals (18.3 % of the sample). In terms of 
demographics, this cluster is also the youngest with 72.9 % of the Accumulators being 30-years-old 
or younger. 63 % of the Accumulators visit the site daily or several times a day. 49.9 % of the 
Accumulators have both sold and bought items through the site, but compared to other clusters, a 
relatively high percent higher percentage (23.5 %) of the Accumulators have mainly just bought items 








4.2.2 Cluster 2: Utility seekers  
 
Stuff is just stuff, so let’s make the most of it 
The second cluster is called the Utility seekers. Of all the clusters, they have most strongly a liquid 
relationship to possessions and they are also motivated to use the Facebook recycling groups for anti-
consumption related reasons. On the scale from 1 to 7 the mean factor score for anti-consumption for 
the Utility seekers was 6.47. As the Utility seekers consider world resources to be scarce and report 
to purchase items to satisfy a use value or to get rid of them when the situational value no longer 
exists, the Facebook recycling groups are good and convenient platforms for this group. 
The Utility seekers also emphasize motivations related to frugality, both re-using and making good 
use of resources as an opportunity to save money. Slightly less than other emphasized motivations, 
this cluster demonstrates also that community building and the social aspects of the groups are a 
motivation to use them.  
As the Utility seekers’ motivations to use the sites stem primarily from their utility value, it is not 
surprising that compared with other clusters, enjoyment as a motive is strongly underemphasized. 
This group of people do not see the sharing itself as particularly enjoyable nor is it emphasized as a 
motivation to use the sites. Realizing personal ecological values or sharing is not emphasized as a 
motivation. And as can be expected from the LRP and anti-consumption motives, the members of 
this clusters do not participate in the Facebook groups due to materialistic motivations either. 
This cluster is second to largest with 119 respondents (26.9 % of the sample). The Utility seekers are 
slightly older than the Accumulators, with 62.2 % of the Utility seekers being 30-years-old or 
younger. Just like the Accumulators, the Utility seekers are active visitors on the page with 63 % of 
the cluster members visiting the site daily or several times a day. 47.1 % of the Utility seekers have 
already both bought and sold items through the sites, 9.2 % have mainly sold items and 20.2 % have 






4.2.3 Cluster 3: Enthusiasts 
 
Sharing is fun and saving money doesn’t hurt either! 
The members of the third cluster, the Enthusiasts, emphasize hedonic motivations to use the Facebook 
groups. Compared with the other clusters, they report to enjoy participating in collaborative 
consumption on the sites more, and thus enjoyment is a predominant motivation. On the scale from 
1 to 7, the mean factor score for enjoyment in this cluster was 6.00.  
Out of the four clusters, the Enthusiasts are also most strongly motivated by sharing and both aspects 
of frugality. The mean factor score on the scale from 1 to 7 for sharing in this cluster was 5.50, for 
careful spending 5.51, and for frugality related to recycling and reuse 6.55. This cluster corresponds 
in many ways “best” to the grand themes that reoccur in collaborative consumption literature, 
discussed in the theory section of the thesis. 
The dimension of materialism that focuses on owning nice things and impressing others with 
possessions is also emphasized slightly as a motivation. In addition, using the Facebook groups is 
motivated by community building and personal green consumer values. The Enthusiasts emphasize 
the most number of motivational factors, thus making the interpretation more complicated. The 
Enthusiasts strongly underemphasize possessions as a source of personal happiness and well-being. 
The mean factor score on the scale from 1 to 7 for this aspect of materialism was only 2.58. Anti-
consumption and liquid relationship to possession are also underemphasized as motivations.  
This cluster is the largest in size with 148 respondents (33.5 % of the sample). The mean age is the 
highest in this cluster and only 52.1 % of Enthusiasts are 30-years-old or younger. Enthusiasts are 
also relatively the most active visitors on the pages and 32.4 % of the sample reports to visit the page 
several times a day and cumulatively 79.7 % visit the sites at least once a day. Also 62.8 % of the 
Enthusiasts report to have both sold and bought items on the sites, which is the highest percentage 






4.2.4 Cluster 4: Materialists  
 
If I had more, I would be happier 
The fourth and final cluster, the Materialists, represents those individuals who strongly emphasize 
the second dimension of materialism as motivation to participate in collaborative consumption. This 
dimension is personal and relates to the idea that the individual would be happier the more they 
owned. Materialists also score high on enjoyment, which contributes to their motivation. Using the 
sites is also motivated by the recycling aspect of frugality. Like for the Enthusiasts, green consumer 
values play a motivational role for the Materialists.  
The Materialists strongly underemphasize the first dimension of frugality which relates to being a 
careful spender as a motivation. On the scale from 1 to 7, the mean factor score for liquid relationship 
to possessions is only 1.93. These findings seem logical as materialism seems to play such a central 
role in their happiness and motivates them to use the sites.  Also the rest of the motivational factors 
are underemphasized in this cluster.  
The Materialists are the second to smallest cluster with 94 respondents (21.3 % of the sample). The 
Materialist represent various age groups. While 44.7 % of the Materialists are 25-years-old or 
younger, this cluster also has 15.9 % of respondents who report their age to be 41 or more. 69.2 % of 
the Materialists are aged 30 or younger. Visit frequency on the Facebook recycling sites is high and 
75.5 % of the Materialists visit the sites at least daily. They are also active in conducting business on 
the sites and 56.4. % of the Materialists report to have both bought and sold items through the sites, 
13.8 % have mainly focused on buying, and 17 % report to be interested in doing both in the future. 
Table 14 illustrates a more visual summary of the cluster centroids and differences among the clusters. 
The upper half of the table consists of the factors that are emphasized and the lower half the factors 
that are underemphasized by each of the clusters. To further ease the interpretation especially high 









Table 14. Cluster centroids for each factor 
Cluster 1: 
Accumulators 




Cluster 4:  
Materialists 
F4 / .386 
Materialism (owning)  
F9 / .504 
LRP 
F3 / .535 
Enjoyment 
F7 / 1.053 
Materialism (happiness) 
F10 / .163 
Anti-consumption 
F10 / .441 
Anti-consumption  
F6 / .328 
Sharing 
F8 / .362 
Frugality (recycling)  
F1 / .064 
Green consumer values 
F8 / .325 
Frugality (recycling) 
F5 / .314 
Careful spending 
F3 / .328  
Enjoyment 
F7 /  .022 
Materialism (happiness) 
F5 / .166 
Careful spending 
 
F8 / .278 
Frugality (recycling)  
F1 / .168 
Green consumer values 
F9 /  .005 
Liquid relationship to 
possessions 
F2 / .104  
Community building 
F4 / .237  
Materialism (owning)  
F2 / .144 
Community building  
F1 / .142 
Green consumer values  
    
F8 / -1.405 
Frugality (recycling)  
F3 / -.771 
 Enjoyment 
F7 / -.569 
Materialism (happiness) 




F1 / -.352 
Green consumer values 
F10 / -.244 
Anti-consumption 




F4 / -.308 
 Materialism (owning) 
F9 / -.154 
LRP 




F6 / -.306 
Sharing 




F7 / -.139 
Materialism (happiness)  
F10 / - .314 
Anti-consumption 






5. Conclusions  
 
This research focuses on collaborative consumption, a relatively new, but powerful global 
phenomenon shaping both how businesses work and individuals consume. As mentioned, new 
collaborative consumption businesses are emerging every day around the world and the phenomenon 
is constantly discussed in popular literature and magazines. Yet, the academic discussion is lagging 
behind what is happening in the real world. Therefore, this research attempts to address the gap. 
Taking part in the discussion and developing understanding on the phenomenon on a general level is 
one of the main theoretical contributions of this thesis. More specifically, this study researches the 
second dimension of collaborative consumption i.e. redistribution markets (Botsman & Rogers, 
2010). 
The main purpose of this research was to answer to the research questions: What kind of motivations 
do people have to participate in collaborative consumption in online sharing and recycling 
communities? And successively the sub question: What kind of different participant groups can be 
identified among the users of these online communities? In order to answer these two questions an 
extensive literature review was conducted, forming the first part of the thesis. Following the 
secondary data collection, a survey was conducted in selected Facebook groups. To answer the 
research questions, several quantitative analysis methods were applied, such as principal component 
analysis and cluster analysis. 
This final chapter of the thesis summarizes the results of the research and discusses its findings. 
Limitations of the study are also addressed and suggestions are made for further research on the topic. 
5.1 Discussion 
The first part of my thesis is a literature review aiming at giving a holistic overview about 
collaborative consumption and its dynamics. The existing literature was also the source from where 
different motivational factors were identified to be studied in the survey.  
Overall, as suggested by Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012), consumer research is still in its early stages 
when it comes to studying the different manifestations of access-based consumption and thus, this 
research contributes to addressing the existing research gap. As a contribution to theory, this thesis 
creates a new scale to measure liquid relationship to possessions, based on the work of Bardhi et al. 
(2012). The thesis also responds to their future research suggestion of applying the construct into 





This research is also, to my best knowledge, the first one studying collaborative consumption 
conducted on Facebook recycling groups. Thus, the work builds on and extends the work of the 
inspirational studies such as Ozanne and Ballantine (2010). They suggested further research to 
explore other forms of collaborative consumption than the toy libraries, which were in the focus of 
their study.  
Despite that Ozanne and Ballantine (2010) focused mainly on discovering whether sharing is a form 
of anti-consumption, other motivations which encourage similar behavior also emerged in their 
research and those were taken into consideration in this thesis. To answer the first research question, 
this study identified ten different motivational factors, which affect participation to collaborative 
consumption. The factors eventually emerged through the principal component analysis from eight 
question sets that were gathered from previous literature. These motivations were: green consumer 
values, community building, enjoyment, materialism related to owning things and impressing others, 
careful spending, sharing, materialism related to its role in personal happiness, frugality related to 
recycling and reuse, liquid relationship to possessions, and finally anti-consumption. Further, to 
answer the second question, by using cluster analysis as a method, this research identified four distinct 
user groups among the respondents based on their motivations.  
The four groups were named Accumulators, Utility seekers, Enthusiasts, and Materialists. They 
emphasize the ten before mentioned motivations differently and, in terms of demographic and site 
usage related questions, statistically significant differences were found in the age distribution and 
visit frequency on the sites. The Accumulators represent the youngest cluster with 72.9 % of 
respondents being aged 30 or under as opposed to only 52.1 % of the Enthusiasts, who represent the 
oldest cluster. The Enthusiasts were also the most active visitors on the page, with almost 80 % of 
cluster members visiting the page several times a day or at least daily.  
The four user clusters were created based on their different ways of emphasizing the ten motivational 
factors in diverse combinations. The liquid relationship to possessions, which was introduced as a 
new scale in this research, was found to be a major motivator only for the Utility seekers. Scoring 
high on this factor, indicated that these individuals are not emotionally so attached to physical 
possessions, and they followed a similar logic concerning anti-consumption. Even more than the 
Accumulators, the Utility seekers emphasize anti-consumption as a motivation to participate in 
collaborative consumption. This further confirms the findings from previous studies, stating that 
activities related to collaborative consumption can be motivated by anti-consumption values (Iyer & 





consumer groups who were eager to reduce their overall consumption, in this research anti-
consumption motivations were also held by the Accumulators. This further expands understanding 
on anti-consumption attitudes, as the Accumulators emphasized materialism in the context of owning 
and accumulating possessions as their main motivation to participate. This could be seen as an 
illustrative example of how engaging in similar types of activities, using toy libraries and Facebook 
recycling groups, can be motivated by very diverse drivers. 
The Facebook recycling groups work efficiently and hundreds if not thousands of deals are negotiated 
every day. Thus, they are excellent venues to also satisfy the materialistic needs. In this research 
materialism was seen to have two dimensions, one related to its role to create happiness for the 
individual, the other related to how accumulating goods is a sign of success to the outside world. All 
clusters except for the Utility seekers emphasized at least one of the two dimensions. Thus, 
materialism is a very important area of research to consider when discussing collaborative 
consumption and especially the logic of different recycling groups.  
In their research, Moeller and Wittkowski (2010) did not find evidence to support the hypotheses that 
price consciousness or environmentalism would have a significant positive influence to preferring 
non-ownership consumption models. This research partially questions these findings, as fairly 
directly corresponding constructs of frugality and green values both arose. In this research, frugality 
was divided into two different aspects (of careful spending and recycling of goods), challenging also 
the views of Lastovicka et al. (1999) of frugality being a unidimensional construct. The respondent 
groups emphasized the two dimensions of frugality differently. The Enthusiasts and the Utility 
seekers were more motivated by careful spending while the recycling aspect was emphasized as a 
motivation to use the Facebook groups by all clusters except for the Accumulators. Considering that 
the goods are sold only for a fraction of the original retail price in the recycling groups, the fact that 
careful spending was not a primary driver for any of the groups was surprising. For all clusters, the 
mean score for careful spending was only 5.034. While the sample of toy library users in the Ozanne 
and Ballantine study (2010) held strong frugality values, it seems that in the Facebook recycling 
group case, affordable prices are seen as an added bonus rather than a primary driver for action. 
Although all four clusters reported a high score on green consumer values (mean value of 5.125), 
surprisingly none of the four clusters were found to emphasize green consumer values as a primary 
motivation to participate in the recycling groups. The Utility seekers even rather strongly 
underemphasized it. The lack of being emphasized as a primary driver is a result that seems to support 





(chapter 2.1.4), a possible explanation, like suggested by previous literature (e.g. Clifford 2009; 
Botsman & Rogers 2010), could be that the “greenness” of the Facebook recycling groups is taken 
for granted among the respondents. They might use the service because as consumers they hold strong 
green values, as opposed to being attracted to use the service because the service itself is considered 
green. 
Although sharing is such an integral element of collaborative consumption that the phenomenon is 
also called ‘sharing economy’, sharing was only emphasized as a motivation by the Enthusiasts, and 
even their mean score for this construct was 5.500. The other clusters to various extent 
underemphasized sharing as a motivation to participate. Also community building, which has been 
identified to be a driver to participate in various forms of collaborative consumption (e.g. Albinsson 
& Perera 2012 ; Ozanne & Ballantine 2010, Belk 2014) was only very slightly emphasized by the 
Utility seekers and the Enthusiasts. Ozanne and Ballantine (2010) found in their research that sharing 
in toy libraries was an expression of community, so what could explain the difference with the results 
of this study? Even the Enthusiasts, who scored highest on the construct of community building, only 
had a mean score of 3.937.  One possible explanation could be the fact that this thesis research was 
conducted in an online environment as opposed to the physical toy libraries that Ozanne and 
Ballantine explored. As mentioned before, the Facebook groups I researched are noticeably more 
focused on buying and selling than on borrowing and lending. Thus, the communication between 
individuals is very straightforward and even if the goods change owners face-to-face, the interaction 
often stays short and limited. In addition, the groups continue to expand at a very fast pace. As the 
number of members grows, despite rules that oblige people to bring the merchandise to a specific 
neighborhood, more and more people outside the area keep joining the groups. These aspects, among 
others, could have a negative impact on the feeling of community building being nurtured.  
Yet, although trying to keep the groups as local as possible might be driven by the desire to keep the 
interactions as convenient as possible, there has been evidence of “deeper” communal interactions 
since the data was collected. A number of groups have inspired events and meet-ups after an 
individual has started a discussion thread. For example Kallio kierrättää group has held two singles’ 
nights in Kallio with hundreds of participants. Also in Punavuori a free group workout session gathers 
dozens of energetic individuals to a local park every week. If this kind of activities are becoming 
more common, it would be interesting to see whether the results would be closer to Albinsson and 
Perera’s (2012), who found out that a sense of community was both a driver and a result of 





Finally, although Moeller and Wittkowski (2010) did not find support in their research for experience 
orientation to influence preference for non-ownership models of consumption, in this research 
intrinsic motivations were emphasized. Especially the Enthusiast and the Materialists considered 
using the recycling groups to be enjoyable and thus emphasized that enjoyment as a motivation to 
participate. Enjoyment was also one of the themes that most strongly came up in the open comments 
of the questionnaire; people mentioned how much fun shopping in the groups is and how the 
experience is more interesting than just going to a regular store. 
Overall, this research explores and illustrates the diversity of motivations that the thousands of users 
of the Facebook recycle groups hold. The contribution of my research is both theoretical through the 
creation of the new scale as well as contextual, providing further insights to a new phenomenon. The 
identified four user groups have different motivations to engage in the same activity and thus any 
commercial attempt to grasp their attention should recognize this. Next, managerial implications of 
this research are discussed. 
5.2 Managerial implications 
Sharing businesses may still be viewed as a small part of the economy (Albinsson & Perera, 2012), 
yet managers should realize their potential and start paying attention to this phenomenon. According 
to a recent PricewaterhouseCoopers report (PwC, 2015), global revenues from the five key sharing 
sectors are projected to rise to $335 billion by 2025 and they are very likely to grow at a much faster 
pace than the revenues on traditional sectors. Thus, participating and thinking about ways to monetize 
the phenomenon should be on every manager’s agenda. If they decide to ignore the shift, i.e. 
alternative marketplaces becoming mainstream, they risk becoming the Blockbuster of their industry, 
who went bankrupt in 2010, while Netlifx continues to break records successfully (Gansky, 2010). 
Facebook is very well aware that among the tens of millions of groups, peer-to-peer business is 
conducted. To better serve its users, the company introduced a first version of a “Sell” feature in 
Facebook groups in February 2015. The new feature most importantly facilitates manifesting 
information about the items. (Perez, 2015) Similarly, “Buy buttons” are becoming more common in 
social media advertising, as most recently Instagram and Pinterest launched their own new features 
and followed in Facebook’s footsteps. (Kuchler, 2015) Albeit this research clearly indicates that the 
motives of the users vary strongly, it is unfortunately up to Facebook to decide what features they 
will be launching in the future. Currently, the only way that group administrators can influence the 





example while Facebook does not currently enable sorting the ‘For sale’ ads according to price, the 
groups could create separate folders for differently priced items. However, this probably would not 
be the most user friendly solution. Another example which would require product development from 
Facebook is establishing a rating system. As mentioned before, trust between strangers plays a key 
role when it comes to peer-to-peer trade. (Botsman & Rogers 2010, 90) While Facebook does not yet 
provide a formal rating system such as e.g. eBay, it is currently up to the group administrators to 
monitor general behavior, receive complaints, and ban misbehaving individuals from the groups. In 
sum, with the limited tools provided to the Facebook group administrators they should try and make 
use of the findings of this study. However, when discussing other platforms than Facebook, 
introducing and building the before mentioned examples is a lot easier. Thus, sites such as kuinoma.fi 
and tori.fi or new start-ups should consider the diverse motivations of their target users when 
developing their services. 
While this research was conducted on a platform where all of the transactions are peer-to-peer and 
the administrators are volunteers, a huge business potential also for commercial solutions exists. The 
Facebook recycling groups and their increasing popularity also contribute to other business models 
where companies play well-defined roles and collect the profits. In Finland, the CEO of the online 
marketplace tori.fi has stated that Facebook recycling groups contribute to the overall megatrend of 
recycling goods peer-to-peer. This has had an indirect positive impact on their company’s business. 
Similarly another company representative from huuto.net online auction site states that the increase 
in second hand demand for goods has had a powerful impact on people’s buying behavior. The 
demand for new goods also increases as some people have started seeing buying more as an 
investment instead of pure consumption. The decision to invest in a purchase becomes easier when 
one knows the retail value will stay rather high and finding a buyer will not require great effort. 
(Juvonen, 2015) 
In Finland, consumers are adopting new collaborative consumption models fast. As this research has 
pointed out, Facebook recycling groups keep growing and new ones are constantly launched. Uber 
drives people around and movies are watched on Netflix. Good and bad service experiences are 
described online in TripAdvisor before the bill is even paid. Thus, it is not surprising that 
entrepreneurial Finns are also interested in the peer-to-peer business and recycling of goods. Just to 
mention a couple of examples, the winners of Aalto University’s Summer of Startups 2014 created 
an online second hand clothing store Remarket (Remarket, 2015) and also opened a physical store in 





chain of stores, RealGreen, which recycles furniture from all manufactures and either restores and 
resells them, or processes them into raw material (Kauppalehti, 2015).  
Understanding the motives of the Facebook recycling groups’ users is important and relevant to 
managers because connecting with the customers is difficult otherwise. Promoting a certain behavior 
based on a guess is imprecise and bad business. To encourage a change, be it follow a more resource-
conserving path or next time to buy your product instead of the competitor’s, requires offering the 
right incentives (Leismann et al., 2013).  And to determine the right incentives, understanding the 
motivations explored in this thesis is important.  
The findings of this thesis further confirm some of the main claims already suggested in previous 
literature. For example we saw that the green consumer values did not come up as a primary driver 
for any of the four user groups, while all of them scored high on that scale. Yet, charity type appeal 
has been typical to promote sustainable actions in the past. This thesis, instead, suggests like previous 
literature (e.g. Balck & Cherrier 2010 ; Leismann et al 2013) that although redistribution markets 
have clear ecological advantages, the benefits to be highlighted should definitely draw from the other 
motivational factors identified in this research. Similarly, in this research we saw that the four user 
groups have distinct profiles and their motivations differ. Thus, in order to target and spread the 
chosen message, managers need to segment their audience and adjust their communications 
accordingly. 
5.3  Limitations and future research 
 
This research expands our understanding on collaborative consumption as a phenomenon in general 
and, as it is the first one of its kind, gives interesting insights about the motivations that the Finnish 
Facebook recycling group users have. However, it is important to acknowledge the limitations and 
shortcomings of this research before further interpreting or generalizing the findings.  
The research was restricted geographically to the Helsinki area. Thus, the results should not be 
generalized outside this area without further research. It would be interesting to study differences on 
a national scale between cities or even internationally, as sharing is prescribed by culture and cultural 
norms (Belk, 2007). Furthermore it would be interesting to explore whether differences arise within 






As this research is the first one of its kind in Finland, it would be highly recommendable to expand 
the scope of research from the Facebook recycling groups to other forms redistribution markets. This 
could be done for example by studying pure lending services, which due to relative inactivity and 
difficulty of gathering data were excluded from this study. The recycling groups studied in this thesis 
were heavily biased on recycling goods on a transaction basis, so e.g. freecycling and swapping events 
might be prosperous paths of research to explore and could possibly provide different type of results. 
This study relied on quantitative methods and first identified ten possible motivations from existing 
literature, which were further divided into twelve factors. All of them were present and weighted 
differently by the four clusters found in the study. However, further research could consider re-
examining the topic with the help of structural equation modeling to validate the findings. 
Alternatively, the use of qualitative research methods could help identify if any other motivations not 
presented in this study, such as convenience, are relevant for people’s participation to collaborative 
consumption activities.  
This study constructed and introduced a new scale to measure liquid relationship to possession. 
Despite some issues with the scale and the required adjustments along the way, even in its current 
form the results obtained were interesting as the Utility seekers had LRP as a primary motivation. 
This gave clear indication about how the different levels of affection for their belongings impacts 
people’s behavior in the recycling groups. Yet, in order for research on this topic to move forward, 
research dedicated to develop and validate a reliable scale for LRP is encouraged. Once a more 
holistic scale is available as a research instrument, the understanding of liquid relationship to 
possessions as a motivational factor may be accumulated. 
As a final suggestion for further research, it would be very interesting to know how the motivations 
evolve in the long run. Some of the collaborative consumption models were born as a result of the 
financial crisis; from the need of more frugal spending (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). At the time of 
writing the thesis Finland was still suffering from an economically difficult situation. Thus, once the 
economy has recovered it would be fascinating to find out whether this impacts motives or whether 
for example environmental consciousness keeps on growing and becomes a more dominant motive 
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